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SUBSISTENCE EXPENSES AND MILEAGE ALLOWANCES 
OF CIVILIAN OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


(H. R. 6295, H. R. 4918, H. R. 4169, and H. R. 3950) 





TUESDAY, APRIL 26, 1955 


Hovusr oF REPRESENTATIVES, 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EXECUTIVE AND 
LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 

Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 1501, 
New House Office Building, Hon. William L. Dawson (chairman of 
the full committee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Dawson, McCormack, Brown of Ohio, 
Jonas, Fascell, and Kilgore. 

Also present: Representative Hoffman; William Pincus, associate 
general counsel; and Elmer W. Henderson, subcommittee counsel. 

The CHatrMan. The meeting will now come to order. 

The Subcommittee on Executive and Legislative Reorganization of 
the Committee on Government Operations is considering legislation 
to increase the maximum per diem allowance for subsistence and 
travel expenses for Federal employees and those who serve without 
compensation. 

The present maximum per diem rate established by the Travel 
Expense Act of 1949, which originated in this committee, is $9 per 
day, and for those who work without compensation, $10 per day. 

The rate for privately owned automobiles is 7 cents per mile and 
4 cents for motorcycles, established by the same act. 

During the period since 1949 the committee has been informed that 
the cost of travel and subsistence has risen, and that the rates pre- 
scribed by the act are no longer adequate. Various members have 
been concerned about this, and the Bureau of the Budget has made 
specific recommendations on behalf of the President. 

H. R. 4918, which embodies the President’s views, would raise the 
per diem rate to $13 a day for regular employees, and to $15 for those 
serving without compensation. 

(H. R. 4918 is as follows:) 


[H,. R. 4918, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 3 of the Travel Expense Act of 1949, as amended, to provide an increased 
maximum per diem allowance for subsistence and travel expenses, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the House of Representatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That section 3 of the Travel Expense Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 
166, as amended; 5 U. S. C. 836) is further amended by striking “$9” and inserting 
in lieu thereof “$13’’; and by striking the period at the end thereof and adding 


1 
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the following additional proviso: ‘‘And provided further, That where due to the 
unusual circumstances of a travel assignment within the limits of the continental 
United States such maximum per diem allowance would be much less than the 
amount required to meet the actual and necessary expenses of the trip, the heads 
of departments and establishments may, in accordance with regulations promul- 
gated by the Director, Bureau of the Budget, pursuant to section 7, prescribe 
conditions under which reimbursement for such expenses may be authorized in 
advance of the performance of a trip on an actual expense basis not to exceed a 
maximum amount to be specified in the travel authorization.” 

Sec. 2. Section 5 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 808; 
5 U. 8. C. 73b—2) is amended by striking “‘$10 per diem’”’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘$15 per diem within the limits of the continental United States and, 
beyond such limits, not to exceed the rates of per diem established by the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget pursuant to section 3 of the Travel Expense Act of 
1949, as amended (5 U. S. C. 836)”’. 

Sec. 3. The first sentence of section 1823 (a) of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended by striking the portion ‘‘and if travel is made by privately owned 
automobile mileage at a rate not to exceed 7 cents per mile, together with a per 
diem allowance not to exceed $9 in lieu of subsistence”? and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘or, if travel is made by privately owned automobile, at a rate not to 
exceed that prescribed in section 4 of the Travel Expense Act of 1949, together 
with a per diem allowance in lieu of subsistence not to exceed the rates of per 
diem as described in, or established pursuant to, section 3 thereof’’. 

The CHatrmMan. H. R. 4169, introduced by Congressman Chudoff, 
who is a member of the Government Operations Committee, and 
H. R. 3950, introduced by Congressman Withrow, would raise the 
per diem rate for regular employees to $15 per day, and increase 
the mileage rate for autos to 12 cents per mile, and for motorcycles 
to 6 cents per mile. 

(H. R. 4169 and H. R. 3950 are as follows:) 


[H. R. 4169, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To regulate subsistence expenses and mileage allowances of civilian officers and employees of the 
Federal Government 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the ‘Travel 
Expense Act of 1955’’. 

Sec. 2. Section 3 of the Act of June 9, 1949 (5 U. S. C. 836-837) is amended 
by striking the figure ‘‘$9’’ and inserting ‘‘$15’’ in lieu thereof. 

Sec. 3. Section 4 of said Act is amended by striking the figures ‘4 cents’’ and 
“7 cents’ and inserting ‘6 cents’’ and ‘‘12 cents’’, respectively, in lieu thereof. 

Sec. 4. This Act shall take effect no later than thirty days following its enact- 
ment. 





[H,. R. 3950, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To regulate subsistence expenses and mileage allowances of civilian officers and employees of the 
Federal Government 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the ‘‘Travel 
Expense Act of 1953’’. 

Sec. 2. Section 3 of the Act of June 9, 1949 (5 U.S. C. 836-837) is amended by 
striking the figure ‘$9’ and inserting ‘'$15’’ in lieu thereof. 

Sec. 3. Section 4 of said Act is amended by striking the figures ‘‘4 cents” and 
“7 cents’ and inserting ‘‘6 cents’’ and ‘12 cents’’, respectively, in lieu thereof. 

Sec. 4. This Act shall take effect no later than thirty days following its enact- 
ment. 


(A clean bill H. R. 6295, reported with amendments—H. Rept. No. 
604—follows:) 





( 
| 
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{Insert the part printed in italic] 


[H. R. 6295, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 3 of the Travel Expense Act of 1949, as amended, to provide an increased maxi- 
mum per diem allowance for subsistence and travel expenses, and for other purposes. 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 3 of the Travel Expense Act of 1949 
(63 Stat. 166, as amended; 5 U.S. C. 836) is further amended by striking “$9” and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘$13’’; and by striking the period at the end thereof and 
adding the following additional proviso: ‘‘: And provided further, That where due 
to the unusual circumstances of a travel assignment within the limits of the con- 
tinental United States such maximum per diem allowance would be much less 
than the amount required to meet the actual and necessary expenses of the trip, 
the heads of departments and establishments may, in accordance with regulations 
promulgated by the Director, Bureau of the Budget, pursuant to section 7, pre- 
scribe conditions under which reimbursement for such expenses may be author- 
ized on an actual expense basis not to exceed a maximum amount to be specified 
in the travel authorization, but in any event not to exceed $25 for each day in 
travel status.”’ 

Src. 2. Section 5 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 808; 
5 U. S. C. 73b—2) is amended by striking ‘‘$10 per diem” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “$15 per diem within the limits of the continental United States and 
beyond such limits, not to exceed the rates of per diem established by the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget pursuant to section 3 of the Travel Expense Act of 
1949, as amended (5 U.S. C. 836)’’; and by striking the period at the end thereof 
and adding the following additional proviso: ‘“: And provided further, That 
where due to the unusual circumstances of a travel assignment within the limits 
of the continental United States such maximum per diem allowance would be 
much less than the amount required to meet the actual and necessary expenses 
of the trip, the heads of departments and establishments may, in accordance 
with regulations promulgated by the Director, Bureau of the Budget, pursuant 
to section 7 of the Travel Expense Act of 1949 as amended (5 U. 8. C. 840) pre- 
scribe conditions under which reimbursement for such expenses may be authorized 
on an actual expense basis not to exceed a maximum amount to be specified in the 
travel authorization, but in any event not to exceed $25 for each day in travel 
status.’’. 

Sec. 3. The first sentence of section 1823 (a) of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended by striking the portion ‘‘and if travel is made by privately owned 
automobile mileage at a rate not to exceed 7 cents per mile, together with a per 
diem allowance not to exceed $9 in lieu of subsistence”’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
“or, if travel is made by privately owned automobile, at a rate not to exceed that 
prescribed in section 4 of the Travel Expense Act of 1949, together with a per 
diem allowance in lieu of subsistence not to exceed the rates of per diem as de- 
scribed in, or established pursuant to, section 3 thereof’’. 


The CuatrMan. The purpose of these hearings is to secure for the 
committee the necessary information to act on those measures. The 
Congress wishes to do the fair and just thing for our Federal employees, 
and does not expect that they should pay out of their own pockets the 
expenses necessary to carrying out their assignments. 

Mr. McCormack. May I be recognized for a moment, Mr. 
Chairman? 

The CHatrRMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. McCormack. I know that the other members of the committee 
are very happy to hear and to know that this is the birthday anniver- 
sary of our distinguished chairman of the committee, for whom we 
all have not only a strong feeling of friendship and a profound feeling 
of respect, but a deep feeling of esteem. And I know I speak the senti- 
ments of the other members of the committee and the staff, and I 
think I might well include those present, in extending to Congressman 
Dawson our hearty congratulations and our very best wishes for 
happiness and success in the years to come. 
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Mr. Brown. I would like to have the record show that the minority 
certainly joins in that expression of good will. [Applause.]| 

The CHatrMAN. Thank you. 

Each member of the subcommittee has been provided with a folder. 
The first item on your folder is a list of witnesses expected to be 
heard or who have submitted statements on this matter. 

The next is a comparative analysis of the three bills that have been 
filed. That is followed by copies of the bills themselves. 

Next in order you will find in your folder the report of the Office 
of the President through the Bureau of the Budget, addressed to the 
Speaker of the House, containing two enclosures concerning the ade- 
quacy of travel allowance for the individuals serving without com- 
pensation and mileage allowance. 

That is followed by the thoughts of the Comptroller General of the 
United States on these three bills. 

Following that is a report of the Treasury Department. 

That is followed by the report of the Office of the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense. 

That is followed by the report from the Department of Agriculture, 
followed by a report from the United States Department of Labor, 
and a report from the Central Intelligence Agency. 

They are followed by a copy of the law of 1949, followed by a state- 
ment of United States Code 28, 1723 (a), and United States Code 

, 73 (b) (2), which deals with United States officers and employees, 
travel expenses of consultants or experts, transportation of persons 
serving without compensation. 

Then it is followed by a copy of the standardized Government 
travel regulations as put out by the Bureau. 

Then there is a statement submitted by Congressman Chudoff, who 
is not present, and who wishes to give his views through this state- 
ment. And if there is no objection, that will be included in the 
record at this point. 

(The statement of Congressman Chudoff is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. EArt Cuuporr, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


The bill H. R. 4169, which I have introduced to regulate subsistence expenses 
and mileage allowances of civilian officers and employees of the Federal Govern- 
ment has, in my opinion, a very worthy objective. 

If enacted, it would increase the per diem allowance from the present maximum 
of $9 to $15 a day. It would also permit Federal workers who use their own 
automobiles or motorcycles on official business to receive reimbursement at the 
rate of 12 cents instead of the present 7 cents a mile for automobile travel, and 
6 cents instead of 4 cents a mile for the use of a privately owned motorcycle. 

These increases are long overdue. Prices of everything a person needs and 
uses have continued to increase since the last increase in these allowances was 
made in 1949. Some have increased more than others, but few commodities or 
services have increased during that period in greater proportion than has the 
cost of travel. 

The proposal to increase the per diem allowance from $9 to $15 can be sub- 
stantiated directly on the basis of increased prices of the accommodations and 
services which the traveler must purchase. It can be defended also on the basis 
of a deferred need. The $9 allowance was inadequate when it was established 
more than 5 years ago. It did not fully reflect the increase in prices up to that 
time and there is, therefore, a lag in providing a proper adjustment of these 
rates which must not be allowed to continue. 
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There are various errors which seem to have crept into the thinking on this 
subject of travel allowances. There is usually the caution that the sum provided 
by law should not be too high or employees might squander the Government’s 
money and live lavishly at Government expense. How one can live lavishly at 
a big-city hotel and obtain food and satisfy other needs on even $15 a day remains 
to be explained. In addition, there seems to be the belief that the allowances 
should represent average amounts which employees would be required to spend. 
Nothing could be more erroneous. These amounts are maximum amounts and 
are neither intended to apply to all types of travel under all conditions 
nor are they so administered by the different Government agencies. They 


must be established on that basis to provide for travel into the high-price areas 


and population centers. Averaging the prices on which these allowances are to be 
based is useful in guiding our estimates of the likely cost of increasing the rates, 
but they in no wise provide us with a sound basis for limiting the allowances to 
such averages. 

The objective of my bill is to shift the entire burden of travel expenses to the 
Federal Government where it belongs. It is eminently unfair and discriminatory 
to pay a Federal employee a salary and then expect him to pay part of the cost of 
his trips on Government business. He receives the same salary as that paid other 
employees who do little or no traveling on Government business, and he is therefore 
unjustly deprived of part of his pay. If there is any fault existing with respect 
to official travel it can be corrected by proper administration of the law providing 
such compensation and proper decisions with respect to the need for travel. But 
in no case should the unwillingness of the Government to pay all the cost shift 
part of the expense to the employee. 

The proposal to raise the per diem allowance to $15 can be defended on the 
basis of a direct comparison of costs today with those 5 or 6 years ago. Surveys 
of hotel expenses have shown that the average cost of a hotel room today is nearly 
$8 a day, which means that on many trips to the larger cities a person travelingy 
for the Government will have to pay $9 or $10 or more particularly if accommo- 
dations happen to be scarce at the time the employee must make the trip. It 
should be remembered that he has no choice, but must go when he is so directed. 

It is well known that food prices have advanced greatly since 1949 and that as a 
result all hotel and restaurant meals must be priced higher. In addition to the 
cost of a hotel room, an employee visiting a large city may have to spend $4 or $5 
a day for his meals. Besides he will find it necessary to spend an additional sum 
for certain other tips and incidentals which may bring his total cost easily to $15 
or in some cases even more. 

The increased cost of providing, maintaining, and operating an automobile or 
motorcycle has prompted me to include in my bill increases of the amount an 
employee is paid by way of reimbursement for the use of the vehicle he himself 
owns. I believe it is only fair in view of the higher cost of new cars and the higher 
prices for such things as gasoline, tires, mechanical repairs, and insurance. Some 
of these items have increased nearly 30 percent since 1949, but bere again it should 
be emphasized that the allowance currently effective was inadequate when it was 
established. The sum provided should also provide for deterioration and deprecia- 
tion of a vehicle owned by an employee who is required to use it for the benefit of 
the Government. It is not fair to expect him to wear it out only for the actual 
cost of operating the automobile or motorcycle, whichever it may be. 

It is, Mr. Chairman, my considered opinion, therefore, that an appropriate 
increase should be made in these allowances so that the employees of our Federal 
Government will be protected from personal loss. In closing I desire to express my 
appreciation for the opportunity to make this statement. 


The CuHarrMan. I am going to call upon the first witness, Mr. 
Donald R. Belcher. He is the Assistant Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget, and he is representing the Bureau of the Budget of the 
Office of the President. 

Mr. Belcher. 
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STATEMENT OF DONALD R. BELCHER, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET; ACCOMPANIED BY ROY J. NEW- 
BOLD AND J. HERBERT WALSH, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 
AND ORGANIZATION, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Be.tcuer. My name is Donald R. Belcher. I am Assistant 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget. I have with me Mr. Newbold, 
sitting at my right, and Mr. Walsh, also members of the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before your subcommittee 
to discuss H. R. 3950, H. R. 4169, and H. R. 4918, which provide for 
increased allowances for civilian employees who travel on official 
business. 

It is generally recognized that the existing maximum per diem 
travel allowance of $9 is, in many cases, inadequate to reimburse the 
traveler for out-of-pocket costs. In his message to the Congress on 
Federal personnel management, the President stated that a legisla- 
tive proposal would be submitted for an appropriate increase in the 
per diem allowance. At the time that message was submitted, in- 
formation was being gathered on present-day travel costs. After the 
information was analyzed, recommendations were made to the 
Congress. 

Those recommendations are embodied in H. R. 4918, which pro- 
vides that the maximum per diem travel allowance be increased from 
$9 to $13; that special provision be made for unusual types of travel 
where the maximum rate would be much less than the necessary actual 
expenses incurred ; that present mileage allowances remain unchanged ; 
that the maximum per diem allowance for civilians performing work 
for the Government without compensation be increased from $10 to 
$15; and that the travel rates for civilian employees who travel as 
witnesses on behalf of the United States be governed by the Travel 
Expense Act of 1949, as amended, rather than by separate legislation. 

H. R. 3950 and H. R. 4169 would increase the maximum per diem 
allowance from $9 to $15, mileage allowance for motorcycles from 4 
cents to 6 cents, and mileage allowance for privately owned auto- 
mobiles or airplanes from 7 cents to 12 cents. 

We believe that for the normal run of travel, rates lower than those 
provided in H. R. 3950 and H. R. 4169 would be adequate. I shall, 
therefore, direct my discussion to the provisions of H. R. 4918. 

Increase in per diem: The first section of H. R. 4918 would amend 
section 3 of the Travel Expense Act of 1949, as amended. It would 
increase the maximum per diem allowance from $9 to $13 for civilian 
employees who travel on official business within the limits of the con- 
tinental United States. The $13 rate would be comprised of approx- 
imately $7.30 for hotel room; $4.50 for meals; and $1.20 for incidental 
expenses. It is based upon the following considerations. 

The hotel accounting firm of Harris, Kerr, Forster & Co. reported 
in December 1954 that, upon the basis of audit of 375 hotels (located 
in 185 cities and towns throughout the country) used by businessmen 
in traveling, the average room rate for a single room during 1954 was 
$7.30. It more recently reported that its final analysis for calendar 
year 1954 shows an average single room rate of $7.40. The hotel 
accounting firm of Horwath & Horwath, on the basis of an average 
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sample of between 360 and 400 hotels located throughout the United 
States, advised in January 1955 that the average room rate for a 
single room during 1954 was between $6.70 and $6.95. 

The amount estimated for meals per day is $4.50 based upon an 
allocation of $1 for breakfast; $1.25 for luncheon; and $2.25 for dinner. 
Both hotel accounting firms report that the price of hotel restaurant 
meals has increased approximately 20 percent since 1949, at which 
time the estimated meal cost was $3.75. 

The amount for incidental expenses, averaging $1.20 per day, is 
intended to cover such items of expense as tips and fees while traveling; 
hotel tips; tips to waiters; laundry; cleaning and pressing; telegrams 
for room reservations; et cetera. These miscellaneous expenses have 
also increased in recent years. ‘The Bureau of Labor Statistics re- 
ports, on the basis of a study of prices in 34 large cities until 1952 and 
in 46 cities since that time, that the cost of dry cleaning and pressing 
has increased 14 percent between June 1949 and December 15, 1954; 
and that the cost of laundry has increased 18.7 percent during the 
same period. In view of the higher costs of meals, the amounts for 
tips have correspondingly increased. 

Some Federal employees keep actual expense records of their travel 
costs. A few agencies were asked to submit examples of actual 
expenses incurred by employees. Illustrations of such information 
are as follows: 

1. Expenses incurred by an employee of the Commodity Stabiliza- 
tion Service, Department of Agriculture, in a 20-day trip to Portland, 
Denver, and Cincinnati averaged $12.68 a day in Portland, $13.65 in 
Denver, and $11.60 in Cincinnati. 

2. Expenses incurred by an employee of the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission in a 14-day trip to San Francisco averaged $13.62 a day. 

3. Expenses incurred by an employee of the Bureau of Public Debt, 
Treasury Department, in 2 trips involving 15% days to Philadelphia; 
Columbia, S. C.; Jackson, Miss.; and New Orleans averaged $13.06 a 
day. 

We have only a limited amount of information on actual travel 
expenses incurred by employees in private industry. Examples are 
as follows: 

1. The local office of a large corporation indicated average travel 
costs as follows: 


Per day 
WRN ola t aacxuan tes Jak bette ae ateese +o 5nd beens $8. 00-$8. 50 
I Sn i a EI a i ee 5. 75— 7. 75 
SO each ae SS tea gas oa ay ve eas oe a AnD etl et pene l* ysed ‘ah z 00 
PEVGINR NOP GUN. bash 83 oe ee eel ‘ ‘14.7 75-17. 25 


2. Expenses of a sales vepreantalee of another corporation travel- 
ing in the 4-State area of Maryland, Virginia, and North and South 
Carolina during the 6-month period October 1, 1954, to March 31, 
1955, involving 45 days of travel, are as follows: 


a a a I aa ie LN ai $251. 25 
Meals os ra ear cad i cen sl on Se caket sears 314. 15 
Valet, tips, etc_- ones ee oe SL EE 82. 80 

here ass hut aer iss 6 us ara Cam hans aA exes na .- 648. 82 


MTOR TI CE wis ita cnet Daa as ale: 8 asa ack 14. 40 
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A sales representative of another company reported expenses for 
a 1-week period as follows: 


Baltimore: 


WE TEROO! < dys ocakts desea pe edie idseten desta tieas $12. 90 

Apr. ee ss nab “a ca alata RO acer Sigs hort are 12. 70 
Washington, D. C. , Apr. es oe i es ee Se Pee Se 14. 45 
Richmond, Va., Apr. Pascndadidsnnsknnddeevkeeha kee celeaawed. oe 12. 10 
Roanoke, Va., Apr. Be on wen aud whee cee te 25 eee aie ae 12. 20 
PRO PONE. orci ose ccinces eke eee ae ee ether 12. 20 
Average per day See tele rab ca a as sas oso inate Saati a AGE aoe cas Stas a 12, 75 


In considering the rate of $13 per See: it must be remembered that 
this would be the maximum rate. The Standardized Government 
Travel Regulations will continue to emphasize the fact that the de- 
partments “and establishments are responsible for seeing to it that 
travel orders authorize only such per diem allowances within the 
maximum rate as are justified by the circumstances surrounding the 
travel. 

Per diem rates on a graduated scale are authorized by agencies to 
meet necessary expenses, depending on the type of travel involved 
and the length of time spent at individual duty stations. For ex- 
ample, it is estimated that during the present fiscal year, 1,187,632 
days of travel will be performed in the Department of Agriculture. 
Of this total, approximately 908,000 travel days or 76.5 5 percent will 
be authorized at per diem rates below the maximum, ranging from 
$8 to $5 and below. In the Department of Interior approximately 
50 percent of the estimated travel days for the fiscal year 1956 will 
be at various rates below the maximum ranging from $3 to $8. In 
the Department of Commerce, 33 percent of the travel is at per diem 
rates ranging from $3 to $8. An analysis of 2,800 civilian-travel 
vouchers made by the Air Force in 1954 indicated an average per 
diem rate of $8.14. Veterans’ Administration estimates, for fiscal 
year 1956, 290,115 days at $9 per day, 2,500 days at $6, and 2,500 
days at $4. 

Questions have been raised from time to time as to the grades of 
—— employees who normally travel. Examples are as follows: 

The Department of Agriculture estimated that over 90 percent of 
the days traveled in the present fiscal year would be by employees in 
grades GS-12 and below, over one-half of which would be in grades 
GS-9 and below. 

The Treasury Department estimates that approximately 60 per- 
cent of the employees required to travel are at grades GS—9 and below, 
nearly half of which are at the GS-7 level. 

In view of the facts discussed above, it would appear that $13 is a 
reasonable maximum per diem rate with the understanding that 
agencies will continue to be responsible for establishing such rates 
below the maximum as are justified by the circumstances surrounding 
the travel. 

Disbursement of actual expenses for unusual travel: The provision 
in the first section of the bill, authorizing reimbursement on an actual 
expense basis in lieu of the per diem basis, is proposed for use in a very 
limited number of situations. Occasionally employees are required to 
travel on assignments which necessitate personal expenditures sub- 
stantially in excess of the reimbursement which would be obtained at 
the $13 per diem rate. Attendance at meetings or conventions of 
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private business or industry, which are held at expensive hotels is an 
example. 

Government representatives attending these meetings in furtherance 
of their official duties often have no choice but to stay at the conven- 
tion hotel where even the cheapest rooms may exceed the entire per 
diem. Likewise these representatives are required to take their 
meals at these hotels. A similar situation where expensive hotels 
must be used arises at times when Secret Service agents travel with the 
President and must stay at the hotel in which he stays. 

Likewise, unusually high rates are encountered from time to time 
when an employee must travel at a particular time to a city when only 
the more expensive hotel rooms are available due to conventions. As 
set forth in the bill, this type of travel would be governed by regula- 
tions of the Director of the Bureau of the Budget and under conditions 
prescribed by department heads. Also a maximum allowable amount 
of reimbursement would be determined in advance of the trip and 
would be set forth in the order directing the employee’s travel. The 
employee would be reimbursed for his actual and necessary expenses 
not in excess of the maximum stated in his travel order. 

We believe that, under proper controls, reimbursement on an 
actual expense basis in lieu of the per diem basis is desirable for 
the limited number of cases where the maximum per diem rate 
would not nearly compensate the employee for his necessary expenses. 

Individuals serving without compensation: Section 2 of the bill 
proposes that the maximum per diem travel allowance for civilians 
performing work for the Government without compensation be 
increased from $10 to $15. 

The existing maximum per diem rate of $10 is prescribed in section 
5 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946 for individuals serving 
the Government without compensation and applies while they are 
away from home or regular places of business. Since these individuals 
generally serve as consultants for short periods of time and serve 
without receiving any compensation, a higher maximum rate of per 
diem than that prescribed for regular employees has been allowed 
in the past. In view thereof, the maximum rate of $15 is recom- 
mended for these individuals. 

Section 5 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946 provides 
that a rate higher than that prescribed therein may be authorized 
in specific legislation. The rate of $15 was provided in the Defense 
Production Act of 1950. The 83d Congress authorized the $15 rate 
for members of the President’s Advisory Committee on Government 
Organization; members of the National Capital Planning Commission 
who serve without compensation; and individuals serving without 
compensation in an advisory capacity under the item “International 
contingencies” in the Department of State Appropriation Acts for 
the fiscal years 1954 and 1955. 

A per diem rate not in excess of $25 has been provided for individuals 
serving without compensation on advisory committees under title VI 
of the Housing Act of 1949 and under the Housing Act of 1954. The 
83d Congress also increased to $15 the per diem rate for Federal judges 
and justices which had been established at $10 in 1940. Since rates 
of $15 and above have been authorized by the Congress under other 
acts, we believe that individuals subject to the Administrative Ex- 
penses Act of 1946, namely, those serving without compensation, 
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should be reimbursed for travel expenses at the rate of $15 per day. 
We estimate a total of not more than 17,000 travel days in fiscal year 
1956 by persons serving without compensation, which would represent 
an increase in travel costs of $85,000 under H. R. 4918. 

Consolidation of travel authority: Section 3 of the bill would amend 
section 1823 (a) of title 28, United States Code. This would bring 
the travel rates for civilian employees when traveling as witnesses on 
behalf of the United States under the Travel Expense Act instead of 
continuing them under separate legislation. The Department of 
Justice suggested this change. The rates in both acts are now 
identical. The proposed amendment, however, would not make the 
proposed reimbursement of unusual expenses on an actual expense 
basis applicable to travel of employees to serve as witnesses. The 
existing authority of the Attorney General to issue regulations relating 
to this travel, as contained in section 1823 (a), would not be changed 
by this amendment. 

Mileage allowances: H. R. 4918 does not propose any change in 
the mileage allowances authorized to be paid to Government em- 
ployees for use of their privately owned motor vehicles while traveling 
on Official business. Information at hand does not indicate a need for 
change in such allowances. 

The American Automobile Association in its Information Bulletin 
No. 92 of August 4, 1954, reported on the practice of private business 
in compensating their employees for use ur personal cars on company 
business. The report contains a listing of flat mileage allowances 
used by private business firms as compiled by the Dartnell Corp., 
Chicago, Ill. Of the total firms covered by the Dartnell survey, 28 
percent reimbursed employees for use of their automobiles at a rate 
less than 7 cents a mile; 45 percent, at the 7-cent rate; 5 percent, 
between 7 cents and 8 cents; 16 percent, at 8 cents; 3 percent, at 9 
cents; and 3 percent, at the 10-cent rate. The weighted average 
allowance as reported by Dartnell was 7.01 cents. 

More recent information published by the AAA in their Informa- 
tion Bulletin No. 93 of March 22, 1955, gives a breakdown of cost 
figvres for the operation of an automobile as prepared by Runzheimer 
& Co., Chicago cost accounting firm. The breakdown for a postwar 
model car in the $2,000 price class, driven up to 18,000 miles per 
year, shows that variable costs (gasoline, oil, maintenance, and tires) 
averaze 3.54 cents per mile while the fixed costs (insurance, license 
fees, depreciation) average about $1.65 per day. On a mileage basis 
for the entire year the total cost to a car owner would be approxi- 
mately 6.86 cents per mile. This amount for a comparable car driven 
orly approximately 10,000 miles a year, was given as 9.52 cents per 
mile. These rates, of course, vary with the mileage driven, the class 
of car, and the type of driving conditions generally encountered by 
the individual during a year, whether in mountainous or flat country 
or in congested metropolitan centers or rural areas. 

The authorization contained in section 4 of the Travel Expense 
Act of 1949 for employees to use privately owned motorcycles, auto- 
mobiles, or airplanes on official business with reimbursement on a 
mileage basis is limited in scope. It applies only when their use is 
authorized or approved as more advantageous to the Government 
than the use of common carrier, except that advantage need not be 
shown where reimbursement is limited to the cost of common carrier 
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and the amount of per diem the employee would have received if 
common carrier facilities were used. Thus, rermbursement on a mile- 
age basis, not to exceed 7 cents per mile, in lieu of actual transporta- 
tion expenses and without regard to common-carrier costs, is gener- 
ally limited to trips where common-carrier facilities are not available, 
such as in rural travel or where the employee-driver is accompanie d 
by other employees, all on official business. 

Estimated cost: It is difficult to estimate precisely the additional 
cost to the Government of the bill. The increase will result largely 
from the graduated scale of rates which will be used between the 
present $9 maximum and the proposed $13 maximum in those cases 
where $9 is now inadequate. 

For the fiscal year 1956 it is estimated that the total travel costs 
under the Travel Expense Act of 1949, as amended, for civilian travel 
within the continental United States will amount to about $174 million 
at present travel rates. Of this amount it is estimated that approxi- 
mately 50 percent will represent subsistence expenses covered by the 
per diem rate. This 50-percent figure was derived from estimates 
submitted by 15 of the major agencies which involve 90 percent of the 
travel. The estimates per diem part of total travel costs as furnished 
by the individual agencies ranged from 32 to 70 percent with an 
average for all agencies of 50 percent. 

On the basis of this information and agency estimates, it is believed 
that the total additional cost of H. R. 4918 will not exceed a maximum 
of $30 million a year and its actual cost may be several million under 
this figure. 

The Bureau of the Budget favors enactment of H. R. 4918. 

I thank you for your attention and would again like to express my 
appreciation for the opportunity to appear before you. 

The Cuatrrman. Mr. McCormack. 

Mr. Brown. Would the gentleman yield one moment? 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I regret 
very much that I am going to have to leave, because we have a very 
important committee meeting on rules this morning, and I have trie d 
to divide my time between the two mee tings. 

However, I would like to state that I favor this measure by Mr. 
Dawson, H. R. 4918, very much. And I respectfully request the 
gentleman from North Carolina, Mr. Jonas, to act as my proxy, and 
to cast a favorable vote for the bill at the proper time, with the consent 
of the committee. 

The CuarrMan. Would you like to make any statement? 

Mr. Brown. No; I think it is very clear. I have engaged in study 
on some other problems along this line, and I think H. R. 4918 is a 
reasonable solution to the problem which confronts us. 1 think 
something has to be done about it, and it certainly doesn’t give any 
of the taxpayer’s money away. I don’t think anybody in the Gov- 
ernment service is going to get rich off of any arrangement of this kind, 
I think it is a proper approach to the whole problem. And, therefore, 
I want to cast my vote on it. 

The CuarrMan. Would you care to state your views as to whether 
the maximum should be $13 for all? 

Mr. Brown. No. I think you have some situations, Mr. Chairman. 
where you must go above the $13 maximum. Now, as I understand 
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the present law, if the expense is less than $13 in certain areas per day, 
why, then, they can be reimbursed only for that which they have 
actually expended. 

I have had personal experience bearing on this situation. I went 
on an assignment for our Government into some foreign countries 
where I was limited, I think, under the law to $13, or something like 
that, and the cheapest room I could get in certain hotels cost $20 in 
American money. So it did not pay off very well. 

I wound up my assignment $400 or $500 in the hole. And I am 
sure that many other persons who have attempted to serve the Gov- 
ernment in different capacities have encountered the same situation. 

The CHarrMAN. I wanted your views on that, because the other 
bill filed by the Congressman sets a maximum of $15 for all employees, 
whether regular or not. 

Mr. Brown. I believe you have covered that under section IT here, 
Mr. Chairman. I would favor the content of your measure. 

The CuarrMaAn. Thank you. 

Mr. Brown. And now, if I may be excused, I have to leave. 

The CHarrMan. Thank you for your presence. 

Mr. McCormack? 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Belcher, you have skimmed it pretty close 
on a $13 maximum. 

Mr. Betcuer. It seemed to me that $13 was all that we could sup- 
port on the basis of the figures. 

Mr. McCormack. Would not the same apply to the $15 maximum 
in the other cases? You are referring to men who are on advisory 
boards and serving in other similar capacities. 

Mr. Beutcuer. I would say that $15 for the consultant serving 
without compensation is not overgenerous. But it seemed to me we 
had a good deal of precedent for the $15 in other legislation, and it 
was a reasonable figure to set at this time. 

Mr. McCormack. I am not raising the question of it being un- 
reasonable; I was just asking if you hadn’t sort of skimmed it rather 
close. 

Mr. Betcuer. We have tried to hold it down to something that 
we could be sure was justified. 

Mr. McCormack. You wanted to see the Federal employees and 
the others who are giving their part time to the Federal Government 
at least reimbursed for their actual expenses? 

Mr. Betcuer. Yes; on the assumption that they are reasonable. 

Mr. McCormack. I can see where there may be some special sit- 
uations, but based on my own experience, it would seem to me that 
you are skimming it awfully close. Would you object to an increase 
from $13 to $15, and the other one to $17.50? 

Mr. Betcuer. Well, I am not prepared to support them. My 
difficulty is that it seemed to me that figures of that size would be on 
the generous side. I am not going to argue very strongly about it, 
because it is difficult to pinpoint this thing down and arrive at exact 
conclusions. 

Mr. McCormack. That is true. But I can see where those cases 
within the maximum—there are three types of cases: There is one 
clearly less than a maximum, then there are cases that even under 
this restriction will be above the maximum. And then, there is the 
twilight zone. 
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Mr. Betcuer. That is right. 

Mr. McCormack. Are you changing this $25 limit for the individual 
serving without compensation on advisory committees, under title \ 
of the Housing Act of 1949 and the Housing Act of 1954? 

Mr. Betcuer. We are not now proposing a change, because that 
was enacted in specific legislation by the Congress for good and suffi- 
cient reasons, and we haven’t questioned that. 

Mr. McCormack. That is all. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Kilgore, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Kitgore. No questions. 

The CHarrmMan. Mr. Fascell? 

Mr. Fascetu. No questions, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

The CuarrMANn. Do you have any questions, Mr. Jonas? 

Mr. Jonas. I believe not, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Belcher, do you not think that the Government 
employees ought to have the same protection for their expenses as 
those who serve without compensation, since it is merely a maximum 
and you can make your regulations to prov ide circumstances under 
which they would not receive a maximum? 

Mr. Betcuer. Well, it seems to me, in my own thinking, that the 
case of men serving without compensation may be a little different. 
They are called in only on special occasions, and their length of service 
is short. 

The CHarrmMan. Well, they would be protected anyway; you are 
giving them $15. 

Mr. Betcuer. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. | am talking about the ordinary Federal employee. 
Don’t you think he ought to be protected for that extra $2? You 
don’t have to pay it to him anywhere except where the circumstances 
warrant it. Then what would be the objection to having a flat $15 
per diem? 

Mr. Betcuer. It seemed to me that $13 was an adequate figure, 
based on such figures as we have been able to accumulate. 

The CHAIRMAN. Suppose one of your Federal employees has to 
spend more than that; have you provided to meet his expenses? 

Mr. Betcuer. In those selected cases where in advance of the trip 
it is evident that the expenses are going to and beyond that, then one 
provision of your bill would provide that a department head can 
authorize $17 or $20, or whatever you think is appropriate. 

The Cuarrman. How do you determine in advance of this trip 
that there is a convention in that town, and that he cannot get 
accommodations until he gets there? 

Mr. Betcuer. I don’t know as you always can. In many cases 
the Government employees are invited because of the convention. 

The CHarrMan. Don’t you think in that event you ought to have 
the means to protect that Government employee at least $2 worth? 

Mr. Bevcuer. Again, I am not going to argue too strongly against 
$15, sir. 

The CHarrMaNn. It is not that you are going to argue too strongly 
against it; we are searching here to try to find what is right and fair 
and just for our Federal employees. And, frankly, I can’t see any 
reason why you should discriminate against them by giving them a 
maximum of only $13, and giving another man a maximum of $15. 
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When you have the power to determine the circumstances under 
which he is to get the maximum, then you can’t lose. 

Mr. Betcuer. I understand. 

The CuatrMan. But you can protect a Government employee in 
the performance of his duty. I don’t think he should be called upon 
to spend his own money. And from my experience, Government 
employees are very loyal to the Government on their assignments, 
and the Government ought to be as loyal to them. I don’t think 
we ought to penny-pinch with them 

As representing the Bureau of the Budget and the Office of the 
President, you do not see any good reason why the Government can’t 
protect itself if the maximum for Federal employees was raised from 
$13 to $15? 

Mr. Beicuer. I would be quite certain the Government could 
protect itself by the regulations put out by the Bureau and admin- 
istered by the agency heads. 

The CHarrMan. In the event a Federal employee should spend 
more than the maximum, can he deduct it from his income tax? 

Mr. Bexicuer. Yes. I am sure they do, those who keep an accu- 
rate record of their expenses, just as an employee in a private corpo- 
ration. 

The CuarrmMan. Then they did make a little provision for him to 
get it back? 

Mr. Betcuer. Yes. 

The CHarrMaNn. I feel we should protect him to the extent of that 
$2. 

Mr. McCormack. Does the Bureau of the Budget now prescribe 
regulations under the existing law? 

Mr. Betcuer. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. With the exception of the Department of Jus- 
tice? 

Mr. Betcuer. That is correct; under this act. 

Mr. McCormack. I notice in section II which, of course, relates to 
those who are contributing their services part time, and under other 
unusual conditions, that you haven’t got that proviso that you have 
relating to the Federal employees where, due to unusual circum- 
stances of a travel assignment within the limit, and so forth, the 
maximum of $15 could be increased. 

Mr. Betcuer. No, we have not. 

Mr. McCormack. Would you have any objections to that also 
being included im section II, which might give you flexibility that 
would come in handy sometimes? 

Mr. Betcuer. The flexibility might be convenient. But it seems 
to me the demonstrated requirement, as I was able to see it, is that. 

Mr. McCormack. We clearly understand your position; you are 
up here carrying out the instructions of the Bureau of the Budget. 
But there is no reason why, as the chairman says, within the $15 
limit for the maximum of the Federal employees, those permanently 
employed, why that could not be handled by regulation and meet the 
unusual cases where there would be a legitimate expense in excess of 
$13, between $15. 

Mr. Betcuer. That could be. 

Mr. McCormack. I can see the differential, not with respect to any 
class situation, but I can see the economic conditions confronting 
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these two groups, Government employees and, say, businessmen or 
professional men called down to advise in some advisory capacity. 

It seems to me—just exploring, without committing myself to either 
proposition that I addressed questions to you about—that section II 
might be increased to $17.50, with that additional proviso. 

But in any event, you have no objection to the proviso being made 
a part of section II? 

Mr. Betcuer. | am not taking a position on that. Our position 
has been expressed. 

The CHarrMAN. You do not recommend an increase in the mileage? 

Mr. Betcuer. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. Do you think that the estimates made at the time 
that the mileage was set, that now exist * * * do you think it is 
more expensive to operate an automobile now than then? 

Mr. Betcuer. Yes, I am sure that it is more expensive to operate 
an automobile today than it was then. 

The Cuarrman. Then why not make some allowance for it? If 
you were right then, you are wrong now. 
ye Mr. Betcuer. Because, having made the survey of such figures as 
are available, and finding the almost predominating rate allowed by 
private business at 7 cents, it seemed to me that we weren’t justified 
in going beyond that point. We assumed that those rates were set 
on the basis of experience by the companies, and we thought we 
could very well afford to stand on the 7-cent rate here for that reason. 

The CuarrMan. Your rate does not include insurance. Does it 
take into consideration that the Government doesn’t have to pay 
insurance, while the individuals do have to pay insurance? 

Mr. Betcuer. Of course, the 7 cents is more than the direct out-of- 
pocket cost for gas and oil and wear of tires and ordinary maintenance; 
obviously 7 cents is in excess of that. 

Now, the difference between actual out-of-pocket costs and the 7 
cents would go to reimburse, to the extent that it does, for depreciation 
and insurance and license fees. 

Now, of course, to spread those on a mileage basis becomes awfully 
difficult, because you can lock the car in the garage and still have 
these costs go on. If you drive 10,000 miles a year, the cost is at one 
rate; if you drive 30,000 miles a year, the cost is at a different rate. 
The difficulty is to pinpoint the costs per mile for insurance fees and 
license fees, and so forth. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Belcher. You have 
been of inestimable service to us. 

Mr. Betcuer. Thank you, sir. 

The CuHarrmMan. Do your associates wish to make a statement? 

Mr. Be.tcuer. They do not. 

The CuarrmMan. Thank you. 

Mr. Philip Young. 


STATEMENT OF PHILIP YOUNG, CHAIRMAN, CIVIL SERVICE 
COMMISSION 


The CuarrMan. Will you identify yourself for the record? 

Mr. Youne. Mr. Chairman, I am Philip Young, Chairman of the 
United States Civil Service Commission. 

I have a short prepared statement in support of H. R. 4918. 
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The CuHarrMan. Proceed. 

Mr. Youne. Mr. Chairman, I am glad to have this opportunity to 
give you and the members of this committee the views of the Civil 
Service Commission on pending legislation to increase per diem allow- 
ances for Federal civilian employees. 

In his January message to the Congress on Federal personnal man- 
agement, the President stated that recommendations for an appro- 
priate increase in the per diem rate would soon be submitted to the 
Congress. These recommendations have been submitted by the 
administration, and would be carried out by H. R. 4918 which this 
committee has under consideration. 

The present maximum travel per diem allowance of $9 was set in 
1949. Since then, the costs of lodging, meals, and incidental expenses 
have increased substantially, and the maximum per diem is not 
adequate in many cases to cover necessary travel expenses. This 
means that employees must pay part of their official travel expenses 
from their own pockets or use second-rate accommodations. 

As stated by the President in his message, it is not fair to ask 
Government employees to pay part of their official travel expenses 
from their personal funds. Further, I believe that employees who 
are representing their Government on official business should have 
proper accommodations, comparable to the accommodations used by 
those with whom they meet and do business. 

Per diem rates for salaried employees and for consultants and others 
working without pay constitute a significant feature of Government 
personnel practice. The Civil Service Commission believes that 
adequate provision for payment of employees’ official travel and 
subsistence expenses is an essential step in the continued improvement 
of the Federal personnel system. 

H. R. 4918 would bring about three major changes in present 
per diem allowances. The specific dollar rates proposed were de- 
veloped by the Bureau of the Budget on the basis of recent studies of 
businessmen’s traveling expenses “made by hotel accounting firms, 
and price studies made by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

The maximum per diem travel allowance would be increased 
from $9 to $13 for regular civilian employees who travel on official 
business in the continental United States. The Standardized Govern- 
ment Travel Regulations will continue to emphasize that agencies 
are responsible for authorizing only that allowance which is justified 
by the specific travel conditions involved. Agencies are to take care 
to prevent the fixing of any per diem allowance over the minimum 
required to meet necessary travel expenses. 

In addition to the usual travel, employees occasionally are offi- 
cially requested to travel on special assignments which necessitate 
personal expenditures well in excess of the maximum per diem rate. 
This now involves direct out-of-pocket expense to the employee, 
since there is no authority for the Government to reimburse him for 
expenses in excess of the maximum per diem rate. The bill would 
authorize Government reimbursement of employees on an actual ex- 
pense basis, instead of the per diem basis, in such instances. 

This provision would be used in only a limited number of cases, such 
as attendance at private business conventions, or travel to disaster 
areas, where unusually high travel and subsistence expenses are un- 
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avoidable. The bill specifies that this type of travel would be gov- 
erned by Budget Bureau regulations, and would be performed under 
conditions set by agency heads. A maximum allowable amount of 
reimbursement would be stated in the travel order. 

3. The maximum per diem rate of $10 now prescribed for persons 
serving the Government without compensation while they are away 
from home or regular place of business, like the travel per diem for 
salaried employees, is inadequate and should be brought up to date. 
The bill would increase from $10 to $15 the general maximum per diem 
rate for such personnel when traveling within the continental United 
States. This would accord with the present practice of granting these 
individuals a higher maximum per diem than is granted regular 
employees because they serve without pay and generally for short 
periods of time. The proposed rate would be consistent with the $15 
maximum rate now authorized under special legislation for members of 

certain Government advisory committees, and ‘the per diem rate set by 
the 83d Congress for Federal judges and justices. 

No change is proposed in the mileage allowances authorized to be 
paid Government employees for use of their privately owned motor 
vehicles while traveling on official business. Recent surveys of private 
business practice indicate that no increase is warranted. Information 
obtained by the Budget Bureau shows that the present rate of 7 cents 
per mile is still the most commonly used flat mileage rate in private 
industry. 

H. R. 4918 would carry out the administration’s recommendations 
for appropriate increases in present per diem rates. ‘The Commission 
urges its enactment in the interests of further improvement in employ- 
ment conditions in the Federal civilian career service. 

This concludes my brief statement, Mr. Chairman. I will, of 
course, be pleased to answer any questions which you and the other 
committee members might wish to ask. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Jonas. 

Mr. Jonas. I don’t believe I have any questions to ask Mr. 
Young. 

The CuatrmMan. Mr. McCormack. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Young, you heard my question of Mr. 
Belcher about section 2, about putting that proviso in there. What 
would be your viewpoint on that? 

Mr. Youna. I am always in favor, Mr. McCormack, of a maximum 
amount of management flexibility as long as it is comparable with 
responsibility. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, we assume that the responsibility would 
justify that. 

Mr. Youna. Certainly, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. So you have no objection to that amendment 
being put into section 2? 

Mr. Youne. [ would have no objection. 

Mr. McCormack. What are your views on increasing the maximum 
from $13 to $15, if you have any? 

Mr. Youna. I would say my reaction is about the same as Mr. 
Belcher’s 

Mr. McCormack. You wouldn’t approve it, but you would not 
oppose it? 
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Mr. Youna. Well, the $13 rate is what we considered to be a fair 
estimate based upon the surveys that were made. If the Congress 
desires to raise it to $15, certainly I would impose no objection. 

Mr. McCormack. What about the $17.50 in the case of advisers 
and those coming down here part-time, usually without compensation? 

Mr. Youna. I was greatly impressed with the chairman’s comment 
on that particular point in reply to Mr. Belcher’s remarks as to the 
extent to which there should be a differentiation between the two. 

Mr. McCormack. That is all. 

The Coarrman. Mr. Kilgore? 

Mr. Kiicore. I have no questions. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Fascell. 

Mr. Fasce.u. I would just like to point out that in discussing this 
$17.50 rate we want to take into consideration the fact that we have 
got special legislation for $15 at other places. 

The CuarrMAN. Your contention is that we would be raising it 
above the limit set by other legislation in certain cases? 

Mr. Fasce.u. In other words, it might be wise to consider a $15 
maximum, because you have got special legislation now providing 
for $15, whereas if you take these two provisions.in the bill and set 
one at $15 and the other at $17.50 you would have further discrimina- 
tion. 

The CHartrMAN. I was wondering about the circumstances under 
which by special legislation we made it $25 in the housing situation, 
but not knowing all the facts surrounding it I will keep quiet. 

Any other questions to be asked of Mr. Young? 

Thank you so much. 

Mr. Youne. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. John Martiny. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN H. MARTINY, LEGISLATIVE ATTORNEY, 
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE; ACCOMPANIED BY HENRY 
BARCLAY AND THOMAS DOWNES, ATTORNEYS, OFFICE OF THE 
GENERAL COUNSEL 


The CHarrmMan. Will you identify yourself for the record, and also 
identify the gentlemen with you. 

Mr. Martiny. Mr. Chairman, I am John H. Martiny, legislative 
attorney, Office of the Comptroller General. I have with me Mr. 
Henry Barclay and Mr. Thomas Downes, attorneys in the Office of 
the General Counsel. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the General Ac- 
counting Office appreciates the invitation of this subcommittee to 
appear before you and present our views and furnish any information 
we may have on H. R. 3950, H. R. 4169, and H. R. 4918. 

H. R. 3950 and H. R. 4169 have identical provisions. Each bill 
would amend sections 3 and 4 of the Travel Expense Act of 1949 (1) 
to increase the maximum rate payable to Government employees for 
per diem allowance from $9 to $15 and (2) to increase the maximum 
mileage rates for the use of privately owned motorcycles and auto- 
mobiles from 4 and 7 cents per mile to 6 and 12 cents respectively. 

Section 1 of H. R. 4918 would increase the maximum per diem 
allowance to $13 but does not propose any increase in the mileage 
rates, 
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The information available to the General Accounting Office, based 
solely upon the experience of our own employees, furnishes us ample 
basis for recommending that the maximum per diem rate be increased 
to at least $12 but does not furnish any basis for favoring the $15 
rate. Also, we have no information to support any recommendation 
realtive to an increase in the mileage rates. Accordingly, we will ad- 
dress our comments to H. R. 4918. 

The first part of section 1 of H. R. 4918 would amend section 3 of 
the Travel Expense Act of 1949, to increase the maximum per diem 
rate to $13. 

We asked some of our employees who frequently perform travel 
for information as to actual daily expenses incurred. Six investiga- 
tors from the Washington office reported an average daily cost “of 
approximately $13.75 while in a travel status in the large r cities, such 
as New York, San Francisco, Chicago, Denver and Cleveland. These 
costs included hotel, meals, valet service and nominal tips. In 
return the employees received an allowance of $9 per day. 

In a recent trip to Indianapolis, by our Chief, Budget and Finance 
Branch his average cost per day for a 3-day stay was $13.25. The 
hotel room alone was $8.50, leaving only 50 cents of the maximum $9 
rate for meals, tips, and other items. 

A member of our Accounting Systems Division reports that on a 
recent trip to Philadelphia, the hotel room was $7 for his share of a 
double room, meals averaged $4 a day and miscellaneous expenses 
$2.50, making a total of $13.50 for which was paid an allowance of $9. 

Six employees of our Division of Audits report an average daily 
cost of $13 or more. 

Accordingly, it is our recommendation that the maximum rate be 
established at either $12 or $13 whichever the overall facts presented 
to this subcommittee may warrant. 

Mr. McCormack. On your own testimony there should be at least 
the minimum of $13. 

Mr. Martiny. Most of these actual expenses will support that. 
But I have in mind that the particular employee that is traveling here 
is generally of the top level of employees. 

Mr. McCormack. Of course, if they need a lesser amount that is 
already provided for and that can be taken care of. But when you 
are talking about these men, you are talking about those that are 
going over the maximum, aren’t you? 

Mr. Martiny. In some instances, yes. 

Mr. McCormack. In all these instances you give us it is yes, isn’t it? 

Mr. Martiny. All except the auditors, that is true. 

Mr. McCormack. It seemed to me that you made a maximum of 
of at least $13, and you are hitting close to $15. But go ahead. 

Mr. Martiny. The purpose of H. R. 4918 is to permit the heads 
of departments and agencies, who authorizes the performance of 
official travel, to allow, in justifiable cases, payment of per diem up 
to $13 per day in lieu of the present maximum rate of $9. It is 
expected that a maximum of $13 will be allowed only when depart- 
ments and agencies are fully satisfied that such allowance is actually 
needed to cover expenses of Government employees performing travel 
on official business away from their designated posts of duty. The 
maximum amount authorized by this bill is not mandatory but is 
intended to provide a flexible method of reimbursing Government 
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employees for out-of-pocket expenses incurred when they are required 
to travel in high-cost areas. 

This policy is recognized in paragraph 45 of the Standardized Gov- 
ernment Travel Regulations which places the responsibility on each 
agency for authorizing only such per diem allowances as are justified 
to meet the necessary authorized expenses for each trip. 

The policy of the General Accounting Office is set forth in an order 
of the Comptroller General as follows: 

I expect each employee of the General Accounting Office who authorizes or 
directs travel; who performs travel; or who riviews, certifies, or otherwise author- 
izes payments in reimbursement of travel expenses, to exercise due care and 
practice economy in all matters involving travel costs. However, consistent with 
such care and economy, it is my direction that no officer or employee of the General 
\ecounting Office be put to personal expense because of his performance of 
properly authorized travel, if it can be avoided under existing laws, regulations, 
and a general program for administering per diem allowances in lieu of actual 
travel expenses. 

Mr. Fasceii. May I interrupt you at that pomt? Will you ex- 
plain to me how you propose to follow out that particular statement 
if the expense incurred by an employee is more than the maximum 
provided by law? 

Mr. Martiny. The only alternative under the legislation that is 
proposed, if the actual expense is more than the maximum per diem, 
would be to bring the employee under the proviso which is proposed 
in H. R. 4918, and where there would be unusual and extraordinary 
circumstances, then we hope to be able to be authorized to reimburse 
this employee for the expenses that he actually incurred in excess of 
that maximum. 

Mr. Fasceuy. But isn’t that based on the presupposition that an 
employee would never exceed the maximum except in unusual cir- 
cumstances? 

Mr. Martiny. That is true. The policy that we were required to 
adopt by the Comptroller General was to recommend either a $12 or 
$13 rate. While all of the statements we got from our employees are 
merely statements of their actual expenses, those statements do show 
that the average would be between $12 and $13, or maybe even $14, 
and we felt that in furtherance of trying to economize or hold it to a 
reasonable level that we should recommend either a $12 or a $13 rate. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Jonas. 

Mr. Jonas. No questions. 

Mr. McCormack. You wouldn’t object to $15 would you? 

Mr. Martiny. I am not authorized to recommend $15, and I do 
not know whether the Comptroller would object to $15. 

Mr. McCormack. But will you answer from your own personal 
opinion? We are getting too much of this controlled thought. I 
would like to get a little independence. 

Mr. Martiny. I would not recommend a $15 rate. 

Mr. McCormack. Personally? 

Mr. Martiny. No, I don’t think it is justified by the evidence I 
have seen before me. 

Mr. McCormack. With the authority by regulation to control it 
within that? 

Mr. Martiny. That is one of the reasons we will not recommend 
the $15 rate, because I believe that the majority or the highest per- 
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centage of those who travel intermittently will be authorized the 
maximum rate whether it is $15, $20, or $13. 

Mr. Fasce.yi. You lost me there. In other words, the regulation 
doesn’t mean anything. 

Mr. Martiny. I believe the regulation means something 

Mr. Fasceiu. But nobody is going to follow it. 

Mr. Martiny. We have such a regulation, and we follow it in the 
General Accounting Office. But we do find that a large percentage 
of them will authorize the maximum automatically. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Jonas. 

Mr. Jonas. I was going to ask the witness to refresh my memory. 
My recollection is that in the illustrations you used, to get above 
$13 you had $2.75 allotted to miscellaneous expenses. Am I correct 
in that or not? 

Mr. Marriny. That is right in one of the cases. 

Mr. Jonas. That seems a little high for incidentals to me. 

Mr. McCormack. That is one member, a member of the Accounting 
Systems Division. 

Mr. Jonas. I am just quoting it from memory. 

Mr. Martiny. That would cover your valet service, your tips. 

Mr. Jonas. May I interrupt right there. Is that a proper charge 
against the Government, valet service? If he was at home he would 
have to have his pants pressed and pay for it himself. 

Mr. Martiny. Any unusual expense—this $9 per diem rate is 
intended for cover any expense that the man might incur as a result 
of his official travel. And if you will allow me, I would like to read 
for you the definition of the per diem allowance. This is from para- 
graph 44 of the Standardized Government Travel Regulations: 

The per diem in lieu of subsistence expenses will be held to include all charges 
for meals, lodgings, personal use of room during daytime, baths, all fees and tips 
to waiters, porters, baggage men, bell boys, hotel maids, dining room stewards 
and others on vessels, and hotel servants in foreign countries, telegrams and 
telephone calls reserving hotel accommodations, laundry, cleaning and pressing 
of clothing, fans and fires in rooms; transportation between places of lodgings 
or where meals are taken and places of duty. 

In other words, it covers practically everything that the man would 
have to incur because he was away from his home. 

Mr. Fascetu. Except for one very important item, good cigars. 

Mr. Martiny. I believe it would not cover that. 

The CuarrmMan. I would like to say this, that a man who travels 
will have to put his clothing in the suitcase, and he would have to 
have them pressed when he got to his destination in order to represent 
our Government properly. Valet service is a necessity. 

Mr. Fascretu. May I inquire a little bit further on this point. In 
other words, as I understand your feeling on this matter, you think 
the maximum should not be increased beyond the amount recom- 
mended, because although the regulations of the agency would allow 
only those actual costs that may be necessary, as a matter of fact 
they would allow automatically the full amount. 

Mr. Martiny. In some cases, yes. I wouldn’t like to criticize the 
agencies. 

Mr. Fascetu. I am not interpreting it that way, that you are criti 
cizing them. You are expressing a fear that the program would 
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become costly if you lifted the maximum to take care of actual 
expenses. 

Mr. Marriny. Not to take care of actual expenses, but we believe 
that the average actual expenses will be taken care of for the average 
traveler by the $13 rate. And if there are unusual expenses that would 
be in excess of the $13 rate, then it is contemplated that the traveler 
would be granted the right to be reimbursed under the proviso that is 
proposed in this bill. 

So we believe that the two provisions taken together will adequately 
cover the situation as it exists today. We can’t of course foresee what 
it would be in the future. 

Mr. Fasce.u. Does the regulation describe the type of accommoda- 
tion that an employee in traveling would be entitled to obtain? 

Mr. Marriny. It does not. 

Mr. Fascrtu. Is it your opinion that if you raised the maximum the 
employee that is now spending on the average $7 or $8 for hotel 
rooms would start getting better accommodations, or that he might? 

Mr. Martiny. Surely they would, because the present maximum 
of $9 makes an employee very cautious, he doesn’t like to put the 
difference up out of his own pocket, which he would have to do. So 
I suspect that if the maximum is raised from $9 to $12 or $13 or $15, 
if the committee so desires, that the individual traveler probably will 
choose a better accommodation. 

Mr. Fascetu. Do you think that is wrong? 

Mr. Martiny. No, I do not. 

Mr. Jonas. Apropos of the comment made just now, Mr. Chair- 
man, isn’t this true: The head of an agency can’t determine in every 
instance what it is going to cost an employee to go to Indianapolis 
for 3 days and make any distinction between what it will cost for 
another emplovee to go to St. Louis. It seems to me that what we 
need to do is to try to arrive at what would be an average for a fair 
maximum. And we have the testimony of this witness who, for 
example, has three different illustrations—they are all different. 
Now, if I were the head of that agency and I had 3 different gr ‘oups 
going out and coming back with 3 different amounts, wouldn’t it be 
natural to put down the maximum on travel orders? I don’t see how 
the head of the agency could authorize less than a maximum. 

Mr. Fasceuu. Are you asking it? 

Mr. Jonas. No, I am discussing it. 

Mr. Fascexu. I think a frank answer would be how close anybody 
is breathing on his neck with respect to the accountability of funds. 

The CHarrMan. They are doing that now, Mr. Jonas, that very 
thing. Some of them do not allow ‘the maximum. 

Mr. Jonas. On casual trips? 

The CHarrMAN. Thatisright. Many of the agencies set a figure less 
than the maximum. 

Isn’t that right? 

Mr. Marriny. That is true. I do not know whether it would be 
on casual trips or not. I will later point out that our regulations 
prohibit the maximum being used for a continuous period in excess 
of 60 days. We also have additional regulations, for example, where 
a man goes to an Indian reservation for an audit where he won't 
incur all of these additional expenses that would bring it up to the 
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$9 maximum, then possibly he will be authorized only a $4 rate or 
an $8 rate, depending on where he goes, whether meals are furnished, 
and various other circumstances, whether they would justify the 
maximum rate or whether it is $9 or $13 or $15. 

Mr. McCormack. It costs money to determine what that is going 
to cost, too, doesn’t it? 

Mr. Martiny. I don’t believe so, because your regulations are not 
very extensive, and the standards are ve ry general. 

General Accounting Office officials authorized to direct travel are 
charged with the responsibility of authorizing rates commensurate 
with the circumstances involved. The maximum per diem may be 
authorized for our employees only when it is necessary to cover the 
proper personal expense of the traveler, which under existing condi- 
tions is most of the time, particularly on short trips. However, the 
maximum rate may not be authorized in excess of 60 days during a 
180-day period unless approved in writing by the administrative 
officer. Also, no per diem may be paid in excess of 180 days for 
duty at any one temporary post of duty, except as specifically author- 
ized or approved by the Comptroller General. 

We believe that these regulations of the Comptroller General afford 
ample control for the assurance that we will use the proposed $12 or 
$13 maximum rate only when commensurate with the existing cir- 
cumstances. 

The increased cost to the General Accounting Office for the fiscal 
year 1956 based on a maximum per diem allowance of $12 would be 
approximately $300,000, representing a 23.33 percent increase over 
proposed estimate of $910,000 and for a maximum rate of $13, the 
increase would be a little over $400,000, representing a 31.11 percent 
increase over such estimate. 

The first section also contains a proviso to take care of a limited 
number of situations where employees are required to travel on as- 
signments which necessitate personal expenditures well in excess of 
the maximum rate. The proviso would authorize reimbursement on 
an actual expense basis not to exceed a maximum amount to be speci- 
fied in the travel authorization. 

We believe that a maximum should be specified in the bill if reim- 
bursement on an actual expense basis is to be authorized. However, 
we recommend that the actual expense basis be discarded and that 
there be authorized a special per diem allowance not to exceed a rate 
which should be specified in the legislation. This would obviate the 
necessity for the traveler supporting each item of expenditure by re- 
ceipts or otherwise, as generally is required when reimbursed on an 
actual expense basis. Language to accomplsih this purpose has been 
submitted to the committee and a copy is attached for your informa- 
tion. 

Mr. McCormack. Have you cleared that with the Bureau of the 
Budget? 

Mr. Martiny. We have not. It is not the practice of the General 
Accounting Office to clear legislation with the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. McCormack. I just asked as a matter of curiosity. 

Mr. Fascre.u. You say there is a provision where the maximum 
provided in ordinary cases may be exceeded? 

Mr. Martiny. That is right. 
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Mr. Fascetr. And by substituting this language and provision for 
a higher maximum rather than putting it on an expense basis, this 
would be the way to handle it? 

Mr. Martiny. It is. 

Mr. Fasce.u. I am not clear on that. 

Mr. Marriny. If you will hold your question I will analyze the 
differences in the two bills. 

Mr. Fasce.u. Surely. 

Mr. Martiny. It differs substantially from the language of the 
bill. Under the bill—Mr. Chairman, possibly if I read ‘the. language 
at this point it would help. We suggest the following change in lan- 
guage for the proviso in section 1: 

And provided further, That where because of the unusual circumstances of a 
traveler assigned within the limits of the continental United States such maximum 
per diem allowance would be much less than the anticipated subsistence expenses 
of the trip the department or establishment concerned may, in accordance with 
regulations promulgated by the Director, Bureau of the Budget, prescribe a 
special per diem allowance not to exceed $ 

and we leave the amount blank for whatever the committee would 
feel is justified. 

Mr. McCormack. What do you think would be justified? 

Mr. Martiny. Personally I think a $20 or $25 rate would be 
justified. That is my personal view. This language differs substan- 
tially from the language of the bill. Under the bill the head of an 
agency may authorize this expense. 

However, under existing law, the head of an agency is authorized 
to delegate to any officer or employee of his agency any of his func- 
tions as he deems appropriate. The proposed language uses the 
words “department or establishment” so that no one will be misled 
into believing that the head of an agency personally will authorize 
this expense. However, we believe that the authority to incur this 
extraordinary expense should be retained on a high organizational 
level of each agency and that the regulations to be issued “should pre- 
clude any redele gation by the official authorized by the head of the 
agency to authorize this expense. 

Also the language of the bill establishes this benefit ‘fon an actual 
expense basis’ which ‘‘may be authorized in advance.” The pro- 
posed change uses a special per diem allowance basis and would permit 
approval of such an expense after the trip where travel is performed 
inanemergency. This is consistent with the provisions of paragraph 
5 of the Standardized Government Travel Regulations. 

Does that answer your question, Congressman, on the difference 
between the two provisos? Possibly I should elaborate on it. 

Mr. Fasceutu. Only one other thing. You say this without the 
necessity of supporting each item of expenditure by receipt. How 
would you control it, just determine it arbitrarily in advance and 
set a limit on it? 

Mr. Martiny. That is right. 

Mr. Fasceuyi. And that responsibility would be up to the depart- 
ment. 

Mr. Martiny. That is true. If you don’t have the per diem allow- 
ance, that means that the man has got to submit his hotel bill— 

Mr. Fasceuu. You do it on an actual cash basis? 
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Mr. Jonas. Couldn’t you get around that or obviate that trouble 
by permitting him to make a certificate—or not a certificate, just 
turn in a voucher without supporting documentary proof? 

Mr. Martiny. The only time the Comptroller General has per- 
mitted the reimbursement for expenses on the basis of a certificate 
without supporting evidence is when it has been authorized by law. 

Mr. Jonas. I am talking about authorizing it by law. 

Mr. Martiny. I believe the Comptroller General would recommend 
against that. It is provided that the judges may be reimbursed on 
the basis of their certificate. We didn’t object to that, of course. 

Mr. Jonas. Don’t you think you might save money by following 
that suggestion rather than to authorize a blanket per diem of $20? 

Mr. Marriny. No, congressman, we do not, because it has been 
our experience in the General Accounting Office that we can’t rely 
too much on certificates unless they come from individuals in a very 
high level of Government. I will give you one illustration. The 
military personnel officers were pe ‘mitted to be paid their dependency 
allowance in certain cases on their certificate. We found tremendous 
numbers of those certificates not supported by the evidence. It’s 
the policy of the General Accounting Office or of the Comptroller 
General not to favor any expenditures solely on the basis of a certifi- 
cate of the regular Government employees. So we would, I am 
sure, object to that. 

Mr. Jonas. What about incorporating the two, a certificate, and 
provide that it not exceed the maximum? 

Mr. Martiny. That would be substantially the same as per diem. 

Mr. Jonas. I mean, a man who spends less than $25 would turn 
in a certificate that he spent $18, you save $7 a day. 

Mr. Marrtiny. I believe that is substantially the way a per diem 
allowance would operate. It would be up to the head of the depart- 
ment, of course, either to authorize that per diem in advance or to 
approve it after the travel, in case there was a travel emergency. 
So substantially you have the same thing in the proposal. 

Mr. Jonas. That is all. 

Mr. Fascetit. Would you also have an administrative problem 
under that suggestion? If you followed this thing and put the 
responsibility in the department head you could go to your source 
immediately and determine whether or not it is reasonable or un- 
reasonable or whether it is arbitrary or discriminatory or otherwise, 
whereas if you did it on a certificate basis you would have to investi- 
gate each and every certificate. 

Mr. Martiny. There would be cases, yes; if you wanted to deter- 
mine whether the practice was being abused, then you would have to 
investigate each certificate. 

Mr. Fasceti. Whereas under your proposal all you would have to 
do is interrogate the head of the department? 

Mr. Martiny. That is right. 

The CHarrRMAN. Proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Martiny. Section 2 of the bill would increase the existing 
$10 maximum per diem to $15 for persons serving without compensa- 
tion. 

Section 3, proposing to amend 28 United States Code, 1823 (a), 
would bring the travel rates for employees when traveling as witnesses 
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on behalf of the United States under the Travel Expense Act. This 
would obviate the necessity for separate amendatory legislation at 
this time or at such future date as the per diem rates under the Travel 
Expense Act are modified. 

We are convinced that an increase in the maximum per diem rate 
from $9 to $12 or $13 is justified. 

Accordingly, we recommend that this subcommittee consider the 
changes suggested for the proviso to section 1 and that favorable 
consideration be given to H. R. 4918. 

Mr. Chairman, we are very pleased to present this statement, and 
I will try to answer any questions you may have. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. McCormack, do you have any questions? 

Mr. McCormack. No. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Fascell? 

Mr. Fascrety, No further questions. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Jonas, any further questions? 

Mr. Jonas. No questions. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Martiny, is anyone else who accompanies vou 
prepared to make a statement? 

Mr. Marrtiny. No, sir. 

The CHarrMan. Thank you very much. 

I believe the next witness is Mr. George Miller. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE M. MILLER, LEGAL ADVISER TO THE 
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL, DEPART- 
MENT OF JUSTICE; ACCOMPANIED BY EUGENE J. MATCHETT, 
CHIEF, ACCOUNTS BRANCH 


Mr. Mituier. Mr. Chairman, to identify myself for the record, | 
am George M. Miller, Legal Adviser to the Administrative Assistant 
Attorney General of the Department of Justice. I am accompanied 
by Mr. E. J. Matchett, the Chief of our Accounts Branch in the 
Department. 

I have submitted a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. And with 
your permission I will read it, and also with your permission I will 
interpolate remarks on occasion. 

The CHAtRMAN. Proceed in that manner, then, Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Miuusr. The first two bills are identical and would substitute 
specified higher rates for existing per diems in lieu of subsistence and 
also increased rates for use of personally owned automobiles and 
motorcycles. 

Since a serious study was made only of H. R. 4918, our remarks will 
be confined to the terms of that bill, the first section of which proposes 
to increase the maximum authorized commuted allowance in lieu of 
subsistence to $13 from the present $9, with provision for reimburse- 
ment of actual expenses in unusual circumstances, under regulations 
of the Bureau of the Budget. 

It has long been recognized that there is a need for an increase in 
the subsistence rate. General price increases in food, lodging and 
miscellaneous travel expenses covered by the governmental term 
“Subsistence” have made it necessary for employees to bear the dif- 
ference between actual cost and the amount paid on their expense 
accounts. It is unnecessary to recite instances of inadequacy of the 
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present $9 maximum as personal experiences bear out the need for an 
increase, as do the studies by the Bureau of the Budget. Sufficient 
to say that our travelers complain that lodging alone takes the major 
part of the present allowance, and in some cases all of or more than 
the $9. 

When the Travel Expense Act of 1949 became law, the Attorney 
General prescribed a sliding scale of rates as the standard within 
which bureau regulations might be framed, $9 for the first 14 days in a 
travel status at any one place, $8 for the next 30 days, and $7 there- 
after. This was designed to conserve funds as well as to serve as an 
incentive toward procurement of economical lodgings for longer 
sojourns in temporary duty stations. 

Mr. McCormack. Which Attorney General issued those regula- 
tions? 

Mr. Mituier. The Attorney General in office at the time in 1946, 

Mr. McCormack. $9, $8, and $7? 

Mr. Miuuer. Yes, sir—I beg your pardon, 1949. 

Today the $7 rate is seldom used and there has been pressure to 
establish one flat rate of $9 per day. Action to that end has been 
deferred pending the outcome of present congressional attention to 
the subsistence question. 

The actual expense feature of section 1 of the bill is both worthy 
and timely. Situations develop where a generally applicable standard 
rate is inadequate; for instance, a United States attorney attending 
at a term of court away from his headquarters may have to take 
quarters at the only hotel in town at rates in excess of the per diem 
allowed, perhaps occupying rooms adjoining the judge’s, who receives 
$15 per diem; agents or inspectors on a surveillance assignment may 
have to take expensive adjoining rooms in hotels to keep some in- 
dividual under observation. Circumstances of the trip or the char- 
acter of the assignment might call for unusual expenses not normally 
included in the regular rate. It is anticipated that this provision for 
actual expenses will relieve many situations where previously the 
employee had to make up the difference. 

Departing from the written statement there, Mr. Chairman, the 
Department of Justice observation on this bill to the Bureau of the 
Budget suggested that it might be desirable to provide for the subse- 
quent approval of actual expenses after a trip, because in our situation 
one cannot always anticipate in advance and include in travel orders 
the authority that the bill contemplates shall be included in the orders 
so as to obtain this actual expense reimbursement. 

The one example that I have given here of an agent being required 
to follow a man around the country is self- explanatory. It would be 
a farce to require every agent’s order to include the actual expense 
authorization in advance. 

On the other hand it would be unjust to that agent if he found him- 
self in a situation where he had to incur those expenses without that 
advance authority, to bear those extra expenses himself. We feel 
that under proper administrative control, first by regulations of the 
Bureau of the Budget and then Department regulations, such actual 
expenses could be authorized or approved. ‘Those terms signify 
authorized in advance or approved after the fact. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Fascell. 
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Mr. Fasceti. Do I understand now from your testimony that 
under the present law and regulations that you have agents on cases 
where they are actually paying the difference between what is author- 
ized and what they spend? 

Mr. Mituter. That is common experience, Mr. Congressman. 
Today, of course, it is $9. 

Mr. Fasceiu. And if a man spends $20 a day for surveillance for 
extraordinary expenses he makes up the $11? 

Mr. Mituer. He cannot get it under the regulations of the Gov- 
ernment, he must make it up; yes, sir. 

Mr. Fascett. Is he reimbursed indirectly in some other fashion? 

Mr. Mituer. I don’t know of any such instance. 

Mr. Fasce.u. Have we got any agents left? 

Mr. Miuuer. We do have; yes. The agents and the Government 
travelers under those circumstances take it as a part of their employ- 
ment. 

Mr. Fascetu. In other words, they reduce their actual salary by 
the amount of the excesses over the per diem that they have to pay? 

Mr. Miter. It amounts to that; yes, sir. 

The CuatrMan. Mr. Miller, was the statement you made a moment 
ago in connection with the desirability of approval of expenses after 
travel has been performed directed toward a suggested change to 
section 1 of the bill? 

Mr. Mixer. To section 1 of the bill. 

The CHARMAN. Over in page 2, line 7, the language “‘in advance” 
appears, and you are suggesting “in advance and subsequent to the 
performance of the travel,’’ or some such language? 

Mr. Miuuer. Mr. Chairman, it is suggested that language be used 
which would accomplish that result. May I offer as suggested 
language that lines 6 and 7 read: “‘conditions under which reimburse- 
ment for such expenses may be authorized or approved in the per- 
formance of a trip on’’—which is the end of the line. 

Mr. Jonas. You would just take out “‘in advance’’? 

Mr. Miuuer. I would take out “in advance” and substitute “and 
approved,” with other small changes. 

The CHarrMaNn. Thank you. 

Mr. Jonas. When you speak of an investigative agent are you 
referring to the Federal Bureau of Investigation agents? 

Mr. Miter. I had those specifically in mind. There are also 
instances in which employees in various capacities in the Immigration 
Service may have occasion to conduct what amounts to an investiga- 
tion, a surveillance of suspects of violation of the immigration laws 

Mr. McCormack. And narcotics would be another case? 

Mr. Mitxier. Thatis true. I was confining my remarks specifically 
to Justice. 

Resuming my statement, Mr. Chairman, section 2 of the bill like- 
wise will alleviate a present problem when nongovernment executives 
and others are called to Washington for conference and will tend to 
relieve the surprise and discomfiture bordering on resentment which 
often followed the allowance of the previous sum of $10. 

Section 3 of the bill will permit the Attorney General to prescribe 
rates for Government employee witnesses to take effect simultaneously 
with any change in travel allowances for Government personnel 
generally, thus obviating the need for hurried action on legislation to 





i 
; 
4 
| 
i 
' 


. 
é 





(SO pe LL RIE sR ee EEOC TC 


SUBSISTENCE EXPENSES AND MILEAGE ALLOWANCES 29 


avoid the confusion and adjustments of accounts that occurred in 
1949. Congress had passed the Travel Expense Act increasing the 
rates for official travel on ordinary business, but it was not until 
months later that equal travel allowances could be paid to the same 
employees for court attendance. 

This section will automatically authorize an adjustment which can 
be put into effect immediately without the need of action by Congress. 
The section neither adds to nor subtracts from the present authority 
of the Attorney General to prescribe rates, but does facilitate such 
action and makes it possible to avoid the experience of 6 years ago. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my prepared remarks. I thank the 
committee for the opportunity of appearing here. And I will be glad 
to answer such questions as may be asked, if I have the information. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. McCormack, have you any questions? 

Mr. McCormack. No questions. 

The CuatrMan. Mr. Jonas? 

Mr. Jonas. No. 

The CuartrMan. Mr. Fascell? 

Mr. Fasceuu. No. 

The CHatrMAN. Counsel? 

Mr. Pincus. I have one question, if I may. 

Mr. Miller, you stated in your prepared statement that “since a 
serious study was made only of H. R. 4918.” That statement rather 
puzzles me, in view of the fact that there were three bills under 
consideration. 

Mr. Miuter. Mr. Chairman, I will elaborate on that. 

We in the Department of Justice have a legislative unit which refers 
to us, when committees request Justice comment on bills, the various 
bills that they think our staff is qualified to comment on. 3950, and 
the other one, 4169, I believe it is, came to us simultaneously after 
H. R. 4918. 

It was our understanding that our comments were desired primarily 
on 4918, and we commented in full on that bill. Having commented 
on that, we contented ourselves with a statement to that effect when 
we returned the single report we made on H. R. 3950. And we did 
not go into details on the terms of H. R. 3950. 

Mr. McCormack. What was the source of your understanding that 
you were to comment only on one bill? 

Mr. Miuter. We understood, of course, that it was the bill the 
administration favored, and that the Department as a department 
more than likely would not comment on the other one unless requested 
by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. McCormack. In other words, the understanding emanated 
the source of the so-called understanding that the Department spon- 
sored them was the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Miter. I presume so. 

Mr. McCormack. Don’t you have your own independent comment 
to make? Have you any independent comment to make as to what 
represents the Department’s views? 

Mr. Miuusr. I have personal views, sir. We have a situation in 
the Department of Justice which I am glad to comment on. 

I am not prepared to discuss what the Bureau of the Budget repre- 
sentative presented to you, as to the costs—not costs, but the pay- 
ments made—in private industry to employees for the use of their 
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own automobiles. We, of course, pay the 7 cents per mile rate to 
our employees. This rate may or may not be fair. depending on 
what the factors are when you arrive at the allowance made. I do 
not know whether in the Bureau of the Budget study or the studies 
made by those organizations on which it relies there was taken into 
account the capital investment of the employee in that automobile. 

On an operating and maintenance basis the average individual can 
get along on 7 cents a mile if you take into account only the gasoline and 
the oil and the repair charges. But if you take into account the capital 
investment—which some people may call depreciation—by the Gov- 
ernment’s own figures you can’t make ends meet. The average 
Government maintenance and operation figure by the General Serv- 
ices Administration publication is 4.15 cents per mile. Then you 
must bear in mind that that figure is arrived at by not taking into 
account certain expenses of the average individual which the Govern- 
ment does not bear. 

For instance, the Government does not pay the sales tax on gasoline 
that is put into the tank. Nor does it usually pay the full going rate 
for mechanical services, the labor charges. It does not pay the full 
parts rate. I used to supervise a contract unit, and I examined the 
costs on the contracts for repairs of cars. And I observed that 
frequently on competitive bidding the parts prices were from 20 to 
40 percent off list. I don’t know “whether that practice still prevails 
in competitive bidding for the repair and the maintenance of govern- 
ment automobiles, but if so, there is a decided price advantage that 
the government enjoys and which is not reflected in its cost figures of 
4.15 per mile. 

The labor charges usually are cheaper on a competitive contract 
than they are to you and me if we had our automobiles repaired 
privately. 

So that by and large 4.15 cents for maintenance for a government 

‘ar is considerably less than you and I would pay on our own cars. 

The next point I wanted to bring out is that for expenses of the car 
itself, which enter into the problem, if you assume an actual cost of 
$2,700 for an automobile—and that today is not excessive—and if 
you assume a life expectancy of that automobile of 60,000 miles, you 
have an investment on a mileage basis there of 44 cents a mile added 
to the maintenance charges, which we previously accepted at the 
Government figure, 4.15—and those figures, I submit, are not quite 
sufficient. You have 8.65 cents per mile already, and you still have 
a long ways to go for private expenses. You have your insurance, 
you have your overhead such as storage expenses if you garage your 
car, you have taxes, personal property taxes, you have your license 
tag expenses, whatever they may be in your various localities. And 
by and large, Mr. Congressman—I have made a little study of this 
on my own, for my own satisfaction, in connection with certain other 
nongovernment projects. And it seems to me that the very minimum 
a person can operate his car on, taking the factors into account that 
I have mentioned, is in the ne ighborhood of 10% cents a mile. That 
is my approach to it. 

Mr. Jonas. Before you leave that, Mr. Chairman, may I ask 
question? 

The CHAIRMAN. You may. 
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Mr. Jonas. Aren’t you assuming that an individual uses this auto- 
mobile exclusively in the Government service? Are you making any 
accounting for his private use of it not in a travel status? 

Mr. Miuuer. Mr. Jonas, I was just coming to that. I was talking 
as if the individual did use the car exclusively for Government. 

Mr. McCormack. There are a lot who do, aren’t there? 

Mr. Miuuer. Yes, there are. 

Mr. Jonas. Considering the fact that the Government owns about 
275,000 automobiles, it doesn’t look like we ought to have too many 
people running their own cars in the Government service on a per- 
manent basis, Mr. McCormack. 

Mr. Miter. On that, if you will let me state it in my own way, sir, 
I think I will bring it out. 

The Congress has provided for automobiles for the use of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. It has provided for similar ones for the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service, and, to some extent, for the 
Bureau of Prisons. But there is one area in the Department of 
Justice where no provision whatever has been made for official auto- 
mobiles. And it was in that connection, incidentally, that I made 
my little private study of the cost of automobiles. 

That area is the service of the United States marshal. Congress 
has never seen fit to give marshals official cars. Marshals must travel 
all over the country in the service of processes—not on traveled 
highways, necessarily, but up into the back country, or anywhere, to 
locate the man or the individual they are trying to serve, or to make 
arrests, if you please. 

The United States marshal and his deputy must finance an auto- 
mobile in order to effectively carry on their work. And in that con- 
nection, many, many of them buy an automobile for Government use 
almost exclusively and wear it out for that purpose. In that situation 
there is an exception, it seems to me, to the usual approach that you 
should pay only the actual expenses of operation, or just a little tiny 
bit more. A little tiny bit more wouldn’t buy that man an automobile 
and keep it in operating condition whereby he can perform his work— 
and incidentally, save the Government a lot of money. 

If that statement seems a little bit fantastic to you, may I make 
this remark. A deputy marshal is in addition to being a process- 
serving offieer, a man utilized by the Attorney General to commit 
prisoners to institutions. Of course, that is in a way a service of a 
process, a writ of commitment, of course. But here is what happens. 
The marshal or the deputy with a guard will travel the necessary 
distance to transport 1, 2, 3, sometimes 4 persons in an automobile 
to an institution, for which he receives reimbursement at 
a mile. 

The CHAIRMAN. Per person, or himself? 

Mr. Mutter. For one trip. 

Now, if you were traveling by commercial carrier—— 

Mr. Jonas. Doesn’t he elect to do that? He isn’t ordered to do 
that; is he? Doesn’t he have the election of using a public utility? 

Mr. Miter. He has that election, Mr. Congressman. But if he 
did elect that, he would find himself so far in arrears by the end of the 
month that he would never get his work done. 

There isn’t a sufficient number of deputies to take care of a thing 
like that by using the slow means of common carrier. 


7 cents 
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The CHarrMAN. May I ask a question there? You estimated that 
the life of an automobile was, say, 60,000 miles? 

Mr. Miuuer. Yes. 

The CuarrMan. And you also estimated the expenses during its 
lifetime. Those would apply whether he used the automobile per- 
sonally or whether he used it in the performance of his duty, wouldn’t 
they? 

Mr. Miuuer. Yes, they would. 

The CHarrRMAN. So if you estimate on a mileage basis the figures 
would be no different than they would be for an ordinary trip? 

Mr. Mituer. That is true. But I tried to point out—— 

The CHarrMan. If you use it exclusively, I mean. 

Mr. Miuuter. Yes, sir. I tried to point out that in some instances 
employees use their cars occasionally when, perhaps, there might not 
be any complaint—— 

The CuatrMan. All right, let’s look for a moment at this situation 
where you have based your ‘figures on a 60,000-mile lifetime. Now, 
what does it matter whether he used it in the service or whether he 
used it to carry prisoners in that 60,000 miles? 

Mr. Miuuer. It doesn’t really matter from an equitable standpoint. 

The Cuarrman. That is what I mean, from an equitable standpoint. 

Mr. Minter. There is no question about it. 

The CuarrMan. Or whether he used it exclusively or intermittently, 
if you make the basis of your test 60,000 miles, it doesn’t matter as 
long as he completes the 60,000 miles. 

Mr. Miuier. It does not. 

Mr. Jonas. It matters, Mr. Chairman, to this extent, that if he uses 
his car 50 percent of the time for his personal family use the Govern- 
ment ought not to be responsible for that. 

The CuarrMAN. No; the Government isn’t responsible. 

Mr. Jonas. Therefore, the life expectancy in that event is only 
30,000. 

The CHarrMAN. Maybe you and I approach it from different angles, 
for this reason. The life of this car is 60,000 miles. I use 30,000 of it 
for myself. I use 30,000 for the Government, But the cost is the 
same for the 60,000 miles, it doesn’t matter how I use it, it will still 
cost me so much a mile when I use my 30,000. And it doesn’t cost 
the Government any more when I use up my other 30,000 in the Gov- 
ernment service, if I make 60,000 miles the basis of my calculation. 

Mr. Jonas. I think if you use 60,000 miles you take that from Gen- 
eral Services’ estimate on the usual and normal life of an automobile. 

The CHarrMAN. That is right. So it won’t matter whether you 
use part of it for your own private use or part of it for the Govern- 
ment, the cost to you is going to be the same for that 60,000 miles. 

Mr. Jonas. It makes this differ rence, it seems tome. He considers 
the full cost of the automobile as having been absorbed in the 60,000 
miles, and only half of it was absorbed in working for the Government. 

The CHarrMan. And the Government is benefited by my having 
the car available to help them when they need it. 

Mr. Mintuer. Mr. Chairman, on that point I would say that as to 
using the full cost for Government service, I wouldn’t follow that 


approach, I would use one-half of the cost of the automobile for half 


the use. 
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The CuHarrmMan. I see. What would be the difference in dollars 
and cents? 

Mr. Miuter. In dollars and cents—rather, on a mileage basis 
there would be no difference. 

Mr. Jonas. But you divide the 2,700 into 60,000? 

Mr. Miuuer. Yes. 

Mr. Jonas. To keep it correct, you ought to divide it into 30,000. 

Mr. Miter. I would divide $1,350 by 30,000. The result would 
be the same, per mile. 

Mr. Chairman, I am at the moment speaking personally. And I 
was using an illustration when we got off on this discussion about the 
cost of transporting this group of prisoners. 

We made a comparison, and on a round trip of 500 miles by rail- 
road, the cost of 2 deputies transporting 2 prisoners using pullman 
accommodations would be approximately $112.50; making ‘that same 
trip by} automobile using a 10-cent-a-mile rate it would be $50. 
The Government saves through that voluntary use of the automobile 
$62.50. We in the Department of Justice are doing everything we 
can under the circumstances to encourage the use of privately owned 
automobiles on these prisoner trips. 

Mr. Fasceuu. For what reason? 

Mr. Miuuer. For the reason of economy, and expediting prisoner 
movements. And we are having, we think, reasonable success in 
doing that even at the 7-cent-a-mile rate. But with the increased 
costs, gentlemen, I don’t see how the deputies really are making out. 
They are kidding themselves if they think they are making any thing 
on it, because the figures do not substantiate that belief. 

Mr. Fascet. Do you feel that this is a special problem that applies 
only to the Justice Department, or is it general in nature? 

Mr. Mutter. I think that the mileage ‘problem i is general in nature. 
But we have a special problem due to our specialized type of service. 
And frankly, I am hoping that someday we may be called on to com- 
ment on one of the special bills that are introduced for the benefit of 
marshals. There was such a bill back in 1948, I believe, when the 
mileage rate was 5 cents a mile for Government: personnel generally, 
and Congress saw fit to increase it to 7 cents a mile for the marshal 
service just because of those special considerations that obtain in 
their work. I have nothing to say in derogation of the work of any 
other Government agency. But my particular love is the marshal 
service, if I may be allowed to express that. 

Mr. Fascetu. Do you feel that if this bill were amended to provide 
some discretional latitude with respect to extra heavy workloads on 
mileage that that would be satisfactory without raising the present 
mileage allowance? 

Mr. Miuuer. Mr. Congressman, it probably would be satisfactory, 
but in the absence of seeing it written out to know how it would work, 
I would be unable to comment. 

Mr. Fascetu. In other words, you don’t feel 

Mr. Miter. I don’t feel that I can comment on something that I 
don’t understand. If you can make a satisfactory allowance or pro- 
vide for actual expenses in some way——— 

Mr. Fascetu. Either in advance or approved subsequent to the 
trip? 
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Mr. Miuuer. Yes; it would be very desirable from the standpoint 
of these men who are doing an excellent job for us. 

Mr. Fascetu. Then, as I understand it, you recommend raising the 
mileage rate to 10% cents flat or providing reimbursement or approval 
on an actual expense basis. 

Mr. Mituier. That would be my personal feeling; yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Thank you very much, sir. 

Does your associate wish to make a statement? 

Mr. Mituer. No; he does not. 

The CHartrMAN. This is Mr. Ralph S. Roberts. 


STATEMENT OF RALPH S. ROBERTS, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


The CuarrMan. Identify yourself for the record, please, Mr. 
Roberts. 

Mr. Roserts. Mr. Chairman, my name is Ralph S. Roberts; I am 
Administrative Assistant Secretary of the Department of Agriculture. 

I do not have a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. With your 
permission I would like to speak from notes. 

I appreciate the privilege, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, of appearing before your subcommittee and discussing with 
you our viewpoints on these bills, H. R. 3950, H. R. 4169, and H. R. 
4918, all of which contain proposals for increasing the maximum per 
diem allowance payable on official travel and some other related 
provisions. 

At the outset, let me say that we prefer enactment of H. R. 4918. 
As I will indicate a little later on, we feel that there is factual support 
in our experience in the Department of Agriculture for the enactment 
of that bill. 

I would like to take just a few moments of the committee’s time to 
discuss the policies ra procedures in the Department of Agriculture 
as they are outlined in our administrative regulations and as those 
regulations are implemented in the bureaus and agencies of the 
Department. 

We have in the Department, in our administrative regulations, a 
policy statement which guides the heads of our agencies in the authori- 
zation of official travel. We have also provided them with guides 
and standards for the allowance of per diem under particular 
circumstances. 

Our regulations contain the following policy statement which I 
think will help the committee to understand the reason for our very 
low per diem rates in connection with certain types of travel. 

The regulations read as follows, in part: 

Under the provisions of the Standardized Government Travel Regulations the 
per diem allowance is intended to cover an employee’s necessary authorized 
expenses for subsistence while he is traveling on official business. An ideal rate 
would be one by which, with due regard to economical expenditures, as well as 
equitable treatment of employees, the individual would receive an amount 
neither in excess nor below necessary authorized expenses when required to 
travel for the Government. 

In establishing such rate all factors that bear upon a fair and equitable per 
diem allowance, both from the standpoint of the traveler and the Department 
need, shall be taken into consideration. There are certain primary factors that 
must be considered in the fixing of per diem rates such as; 1, the relative cost of 
living in the area in which travel is to be performed; 2, the le ngth of the stay at 
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the particular point, since continuous abode for prolonged duration at the same 
lodging offers advantages of reduced rates, savings of tips, and other expenses; 
3, train travel which involves extensive use of overnight pullman facilities, thereby 
eliminating hotel or other lodging expenses; and 4, travel where lodging and meals 
may be obtained at motor courts, camps, farmhouses, sawmills, timber operations, 
Government facilities, and other places where costs are usually moderate. 

When per diem rates are prescribed in annual letters of authorization, which 
should be issued only under unusual conditions, they should provide for a degree 
of flexibility that will permit adjustment for the varying conditions which may 
apply, or the rate should be fixed at points where they meet the average conditions 
of travel of particular individuals over the periods covered by the authorizations. 

In the Department of Agriculture, as members of this committee 
know, I am sure, our operations are highly centralized. They must 
be of necessity, because we have many employees in the field who are 
working with farmers, with timber operators, with processing plants, 
and so forth, that are far outside the areas of dense population, the 
usual areas where costs are inordinately high. We have thus dele- 
gated responsibility to agency heads to establish rates within the frame- 
work of these Department regulations and the policy statement which 
I have just read. 

Under these regulations, and within the present $9 maximum, the 
average per diem paid in the Department of Agriculture in the fiscal 
year 1954 was $6.72. 

Unquestionably that low rate of per diem reflects what I believe is 
a conscientious effort on the part of the Department of Agriculture to 
administer a sound and economical program of travel. In large 
measure, however, it is due to the fact that 75 percent of our travel is 
in rural areas, small towns, county seats, and so forth, where the costs 
are generally lower than in urban areas. It also reflects the fact that 
large amounts of travel in some agencies is conducted in the mountain- 
ous areas such as the national forests where it is possible for the 
employees to live on substantially reduced per diem allowances. 

Let me cite the Forest Service, for example, where 46 percent of its 
travel is at a per diem rate of $5 or less. They have found that it is 
equitable and fair to the employee to allow rates of less than $5 where 
the employee is inspecting ranger stations, timber camps, places of 
that character. 

We have the same situation in the Agricultural Research Service 
where a per diem of $5 or less is allowed for crews that are working on 
eradication programs on various infestations of plant and pest 
diseases; in relatively uninhabited areas where crews stay at 1 location 
2, 3, or 4 weeks at a time. 

In the Farmers’ Home Administration, the Rural Electrification 
Administration, and the Soil Conservation Service, where approxi- 
mately 80 to 90 percent of the travel is in the field in rural areas 
visiting farms, working out of county seats in many places, a per diem 
rate has been found to be adequate at $8. 

Now, I don’t want to leave the impression that the Department is 
satisfied with the present $9 maximum. Quite the contrary is true. 
There is a serious need for administrative flexibility to fix equitable 
and fair travel rates to employees, particularly where travel involves 
areas where the costs are high, and where subsistence costs exceed the 
$9 maximum. The traveler in those cases is forced at the present 
time to absorb the difference from personal funds. And we estimate 
that roughly 25 percent of our travel in the Department of Agriculture 
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is in the larger cities or the urban areas where we are either pushing 
the maximum at the present time or have exceeded it. We have 
made some surveys, sample surveys, in the Department——— 

Mr. Jonas. Pardon me for interrupting there. May I ask a 
question? Why would you have that much travel in urban areas? 

Mr. Roserts. When I am speaking of urban areas I am speaking 
primarily of cities that exceed 50,000 in population. They are not 
the big metropolitan areas you have in mind. 

Mr. Jonas. Why would you have much travel in those areas? 

Mr. Roserts. We have a good deal of travel out of State offices 
you see. We have travel out of regional offices. Then, of course, 
there is some travel from national headquarters. 

Mr. Jonas. But you said 25 percent of your travel. 

Mr. Roserts. That would be in areas—would involve travel in 
areas of about 50, 000 population or more, yes, sir. That includes 
many of your locations in which land-grant colleges and other educa- 
tional institutions are located. We have a er eat deal of cooperative 
work with them. We also have many commodity graders and 
inspectors and market news reporters who work exclusively in urban 
areas. 

We have made some sample surveys in the Department that indicate 
that in our opinion the $13 maximum per diem allowance in section 1 
of H. R. 4918 would meet our Department needs. That is assuming, 
of course, that the special authority under the special proviso of that 
section to establish higher rates on an actual expense basis under 
special circumstances would also be approved. 

These surveys indicate, for example, that in our Agricultural Con- 
servation Program Service, in the higher cost areas I was speaking of, 
the average over a period of time was $12.40. In the Agricultural 
Research Service in certain of the sections east of the Mississippi, the 
average during the period covered by the study was $9.72. West of 
the Mississippi in the same study with the same type of work in- 
volved, it was $9.68. In our Commodity Stabilization Service where 
we are dealing with large commodity operations, and our commodity 
offices are located in the larger cities of the country, the average was 
$12.94. Our Farmer Cooperative Service, based on travel for the 
entire organization over a 90-day period, was $9.29. The Forest 
Service in the higher cost cities, and excluding travel in the national 
forest areas, was $10.31. 

So I think it is rather clear that there is a basis for an increase in the 
per diem rate, and also that $13 would meet our needs. 

We want to support especially, too, Mr. Chairman, the special pro- 
viso for actual expenses. There are circumstances under which a $13 
rate or even a $15 rate would not be adequate to reimburse the em- 
plovee for his out-of-pocket expenses, and feel that the special provi- 
sion is appropriate in order to avoid the employee paying costs of 
Government cost from private funds. 

The CHarRMAN. Should we establish a maximum in that proviso? 

Mr. Roserts. I would recommend not, Mr. Chairman. I am of 
the opinion that if we are going to have a special proviso, the object of 
which is to pay for the cost to the employee, we ought to be able to 
pay the total cost and not fix what might be considered an arbitrary 
ceiling on it. The special proviso would be used, however, only in 
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limited cases. It would not be for general use, at least in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

Mr. Jonas. What about a proviso to take care of actual expenses 
based on certification, but not to exceed a maximum? 

Mr. Roserts. Mr. Jonas, | like the certification idea very much. 
But again, I don’t like to see a maximum written in when the purpose 
of the special provsio itself is to cover total costs. I think there is a 
basis for considering the possibility of permitting the special proviso 
to opeate on an approval basis as well as in advance, for the same 
reason; 

The CHarrMAn. What about mileage? 

Mr. Roserts. On mileage, Mr. Chairman, I find myself at com- 
plete odds with the witness from the Department of Justice. Our 
average mileage rate for the entire Department of Agriculture in 1954 
was 6.6 cents per mile. It has averaged 6 and a fraction cents now for 
4 or 5 years. We have a good many employees using their privately 
owned cars. Also in two agencies, the Forest Service and the Soil 
Conservation Service, we have a large number of Government-owned 
cars. We have found that our average cost of operating and main- 
taining the Government-owned cars has run just under 4 cents a mile. 
That does not, of course, include insurance or depreciation. But 
we are not having difficulty at the present rate, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarRMAN. Don’t you think it should include it? 

Mr. Roperts. Yes. But we feel that the mileage rate we are now 
allowing, within the 7-cent maximum to operate privately owned 
vehicles does cover insurance and depreciation. 

The CHarRMAN. Do you do your own repairs and maintenance? 

Mr. Roserts. On our Government-owned cars in some cases it is 
done in our repair shops. That is true largely in the Forest Service 
and in SCS. But in the agencies that have fewer cars the repair work 
is done by commercial people. 

The CHarrMAN. Any other questions, Mr. Jonas? 

Mr. Jonas. No, sir. 

The CHarrRMAN. I am not satisfied on this mileage. You say you 
are hitting better than an average of 6 cents now, and you have been 
for the last 5 years. 

Mr. Roserts. It has not varied much, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMan. You don’t think it is getting any cheaper to operate 
an automobile, do you? 

Mr. Roserts. In 1950 our average per mile was 6.3 cents. In 1951 
it was 6.2. 

The CHAIRMAN. You mean it is going down? 

Mr. Rosertrs. Well, it did that year. That I can’t explain. In 
1953. it was 6.6, and in 1954 it was 6.6. 

The CHarrMan. Don’t you think that indicates that since it was 
established at seven that it is indicated in this legislation to raise that 
cost of mileage? 

Mr. Rosperts. What the future holds I couldn’t say, Mr. Chairman. 
But certainly we have no factual basis right now for recommending an 
increase based on our experience. 

The CHarrMAN. If it has been consistently going up, I see nothing 
in the immediate future to cause it to go down or remain stable, do 
vou? 
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Mr. Roserts. We would hope it wouldn’t go up much more, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHarrMAN. You are within a few points of seven now, and 
you are leaving it at seven? 

Mr. Roserts. Yes; and I think we can live with seven for the time 
being, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMAN. You think you can live with it, but can that em- 
ployee live with it and not be paying anything out of his pocket for 
doing the Government’s business? 

Mr. Roserts. I believe so. In the Department of Agriculture we 
think so. 

The CHarrmMan. The Department of Agriculture has operated very 
appreciably and actively in shaping up this mileage. But I do not 
think that applies to the general run of Government employees. I 
think because of the nature of the service you are rendering it would 
not apply. 

Mr. Jonas. May I ask a question? 

The CHarrmMan. Certainly. 

Mr. Jonas. Have you had any complaints from employees in the 
field concerning their mileage? 

Mr. Roserts. We have had one complaint, Mr. Jonas, that has 
been rather persistent over a couple of years. It applies not to mileage 
for automobiles, but to mileage for the use of a privately owned air- 
plane. It is from a man who works out in the vast reaches of the 
West, and chooses of his own volition at times to travel by privately 
owned airplane; he has a small plane. But generally we have not 
had complaints. 

Mr. Jonas. You have no substantial number of complaints? 

Mr. Roserts. No, sir. 

The CHarrMan. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. I would like to ask that same question to Mr. Miller 
with respect to his deputy marshal. 

The CHarrMan. He has gone. 

Now, on the question of whether we shall continue on or adjourn 
and return after lunch, what would be your wishes in the matter, 
Mr. Jonas? 

Mr. Jonas. How many more witnesses care to testify? It is 
rossible that if they are all in support of the bill, some of them might 
like to just file their statements. 

The CHarrMAN. That is what I was about to say. 

If there is anybody who is against this bill, who has ideas that are 
against it, we will hear him now. 

(No response.) 

The CHairMan. Those who wish to file statements, those that are 
in support of it, that is, we will receive your statements at this time 
and you won’t have to come back. 

Will you stand up and identify yourself and file your statements? 
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STATEMENT OF THOMAS G, WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES’ COUNCIL, AMERICAN FEDERATION 
OF LABOR 


Mr. Watters. My name is Thomas G. Walters, operations director 
of the Government Employees’ Council of the American Federation 
of Labor, in support of H. R. 4169. 

(The statement of Mr. Walters is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DiRECTOR, GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES’ CounciL, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 


Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, by way of introduction, my 
name is Thomas G. Walters, operations director of the Government Employees’ 
Council of the American Federation of Labor, 100 Indiana Avenue, NW., Wash- 
ington 1, D. C., phone Executive 3—2&20 and 3—2821. 

The Government Employees’ Council of the American Federation of Labor is 
made up of 21 national and international unions whose membership, in whole or 
in part, are civil-service employees. The total Federal and postal employee 
membership of the Government Employees’ Council is more than 500,000. 

We of the Government Employees’ Council, A. F. of L. have appeared before 
many committees of Congress during the past few years, and strongly recommended 
that subsistence expenses and mileage allowances of civilian officers and employees 
of the Federal Government be increased in keeping with the cost of the present- 
day subsistence expenses and transportation. 

We are sure that no Member of Congress believes that the present allowances 
are adequate, and from the Members of Congress that I have talked with the only 
difference of opinion is the amount of per diem and the amount of transportation 
that should be allowed. 

We believe that the provisions of H. R. 4169 are in keeping with present-day 
cost and we, therefore, strongly recommend that the provisions of H. R. 4169 be 
approved by this committee and that the Ist session of the 84th Congress will 
approve the legislation before adjournment. 

We appreciate the opportunity of appearing before this committee and stating 
our position on the legislation to regulate subsistence expenses and mileage allow- 
ances of civilian officers and employees of the Federal Government. 


The CuarrMan. Thank you, Mr. Walters. 


STATEMENT OF LUTHER C. STEWART, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
FEDERATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Stewart. Mr. Chairman, Luther C. Stewart, president, Na- 
tional Federation of Federal Employees, in support of the legislation. 

Copies of my statement have already been furnished to the staff. 

The CHarrMan. Fine. 

(The statement of Luther C. Stewart is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF LUTHER C. STEWART, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF 
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in appearing before you to pre- 
sent our views on the subject of allowance for subsistence to employees in travel 
status and to fix mileage allowance for travel on official business in privately 
owned automobiles or motorcycles, I desire to point out that placing employees 
in travel status is an administrative decision made in the interest of the Federal 
Government, the employer. It therefore follows that allowance should be fixed 
at a figure which will reimburse the employee for the necessary outlay incident 
to travel. 

Under the present maximum limitation of $9 per day for subsistence and 7 
cents a mile for privately owned automobiles used on official business, employees 
are required to expend from their own personal funds in order to make up the 
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difference between what the Federal Government allows and what is actually 
required in order to maintain themselves while in travel status. That such a 
situation is manifestly unfair requires no argument. 

We endorse H. R. 4918 which will have the effect of increasing the present $9 
per day to $13. 

We are in agreement with the provision that heads of departments and agencies 
may, when unusual conditions arise, authorize actual necessary expenses in excess 
of the proposed $13 maximum. We would suggest, however, that on line 1, page 
2, of H. R. 4918, the word ‘‘much’’ be stricken as this is a vague term, and its 
elimination would leave to the judgment of the department or agency head the 
question whether the excessive cost ot subsistence justified the additional 
allowance. 

We recommend that section 3 of H. R. 4918 be amended so as to provide a 
maximum allowance for travel by privately owned automobile of 10 cents per 
mile and by privately owned motorcycle of 6 cents per mile. 

With the above suggested changes we endorse H. R. 4918 and urge its prompt 
and favorable consideration by your committee. 


The Cuarrman. Thank you very much for your interest and your 
presence. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH P. HOCHREITER, CHIEF, STANDARDS 
DIVISION, DIRECTORATE OF CIVILIAN PERSONNEL, DEPART- 
MENT OF THE AIR FORCE, REPRESENTING THE DEPARTMENT 
OF DEFENSE 


Mr. Hocureiter. | am Joseph P. Hochreiter, Chief, Standards 
Division, Directorate of Civilian Personnel, Department of the Air 
Force, representing the Department of Defense. 

(The statement of Mr. Hochreiter is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JosePH P. HOCHREITER, CHIEF, STANDARDS DIvIsION, DIRECTOR- 
ATE OF CIVILIAN PERSONNEL, DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR ForcE, REPRESENTING 
THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


Mr. Chairman, members of the Government Operations Committee, I am 
Joseph P. Hochreiter, Chief, Standards Division, Directorate of Civilian Per- 
sonnel, Department of the Air Force. On behalf of the Department of Defense, 
I want to thank the committee for this opportunity to present the Department’s 
views on these bills. 

The Department of Defense strongly supports an increase in the maximum per 
diem allowance of $9 presently provided in the Travel Expense Act of 1949. 

The Department of Defense believes that when an employee is required to 
travel, he should be reimbursed for expenses resulting from such travel but should 
neither gain nor lose money in the process. 

This philosophy is reflected in existing Department of Defense regulations on 
civilian travel. It is predicated upon certain basie principles, one of which | 
would like to quote from Department of Defense Directive 1420.1, August 20, 
1952: 

‘1, No employee should be forced to pay for directed Government travel at 
his own expense; conversely, no employee should be allowed to make a profit 
out of Government travel.” 

It has been a common experience for civilian personnel traveling on official 
business to find that the present $9 maximum is inadequate to cover necessary 
expenses. Some specific examples which are considered as fairly typical cases 
within metropolitan areas are: 

An employee was requested by American Telephone & Telegraph Co. to 
represent the Department of the Air Force at a meeting in Chicago; company 
had made reservations for employee at hotel commonly used by the company ; 
after assignment to his room, employee found that daily rate was $9; no 
other room was available at a lower rate. 

An employee traveled to Boston; total expenses were $42.10 of which $17 
was for hotel room for 2 nights. The per diem collected amounted to $22.50. 
The employee’s loss was $19.60. 
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An employee traveled to Colorado Springs, Denver, and Omaha; his total 
expenses for the trip were $114.50, of which $50.50 went for hotel rooms. 
Per diem collected amounted to $78.75. The employee’s loss was $35.75. 

Based upon the figures compiled by the Bureau of the Budget and some 
research of our own, we believe that the $13 maximum contained in H. R. 4918 
is more appropriate at this time than the $15 figure contained in both H. R. 3950 
and H. R. 4169. The reasoning upon which this is based is as follows: 

(a) Based upon a 1954 survey of all 48 State governments, for personnel 
employed by State employment security agencies, only 1 State provided 
for a maximum of less than $9, with 1 State providing the same, and all 
others providing a larger amount by 

(1) providing for reimbursement of actual expenses incurred, or 
(2) providing a set amount for meals plus actual hotel expenses, or 
(3) providing a set amount for hotels plus actual other experse. 

(6) For inecome-tax deduction purposes, the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
recognizes that for those returns of Federal employees in which deductions 
are itemized, reasonable subsistence expenses above the present $9 maximum 
incurred in offitial travel away from home are allowable. 

(c) Based upon published figures of well-known hotel cost accounting 
firms it can be safely said that the present average cost of hotel rooms is in 
excess of $7.50 per day; based upon yearly published figures of the American 
Automobile Association the average cost of meals is approximately $4.50 
per day; based upon employee experience, it is reasonable to say that addi- 
tional costs for incidentals will average about $1 per day. The total of these 
costs will therefore average around $13 per day. 

While it will be true that in some z:ases the $13 per day will be exceeded, it is 
suggested that at this time there is no concrete evidence to justify on the average 
more than the $13 maximum. 

However, the Department of Defense is gratified to find that H. R. 4918 does 
make provisions for taking care of certain cases by allowing heads of departments 
to prescribe conditions (in accordance with Bureau of Budget regulations) under 
which reimbursement would be allowed where the maximum per diem allowance 
would be much less than the amount required to meet actual and necessary 
expenses. We feel this is entirely appropriate, is in keeping with the philosophy 
previously expressed, and urge its retention in the proposed bill. While, as 
H. R. 4918 states, these are ‘‘unusual cireumstances,’’ we know they do exist 
at times and feel that it is only fair and equitable to provide for the contingency. 

For example, it is sometimes necessary to send an employee to a location where, 
because of the season or because of unusually heavy demands on hotel accommoda- 
tions caused by convention crowds or other large iterant group concentrations, he 
is compelled to use higher cost accommodations. 

If this provision is enacted, the Department of Defense will establish strict 
controls to assure that it is applied only in unusual circumstances. In this respect, 
the committee’s attention is invited again to the manner in which the Department 
controls the present $9 maximum. If this additional authority is granted, the 
new directive will have similar controls. 

Of equal importance to the question of what this increase in individual per diem 
allowance should be is what the total cost of this increase will be to the Department 
of Defense. ‘This cost cannot be estimated with complete accuracy because, as 
indicated above, the basic premise of the Department of Defense travel poliey is 
the principle of ‘no gain or loss,’ and if this increase is enacted, necessarily we 
will feel an even greater compulsion to exercise controls on prescribing the new 
maximum than we presently have under current regulations. Therefore, it is not 
possible to forecast with accuracy the number of cases in which the maximum 
rate will be authorized. 

We have advised the Bureau of the Budget that we have an estimated $95 mil- 
lion for travel of civilians in the fiscal year 1956 budget. We estimate that per 
diem costs represent about $48 million of this total. An inerease in the maximum 
of $9 to $13 represents a 44 percent increase, or a total of $21 million. This repre- 
sents the maximum possible increase in travel per diem. However, since it has 
been and will continue to be our policy to provide for per diem rates at less than 
the maximum when circumstances do not justify the maximum, the cost of 
$21 million would be the top limit possible and would in actual practice be re- 
duced by the number of trips made at a lower rate than $13. 

The Department also wishes to support that provision of the proposed bill which 
provides for an increase from $10 to $15 for personnel performing service without 
compensation, This change would make this provision consistent with the $15 
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per diem provided for experts and consultants appointed under Executive Order 
10182, pursuant to the provisions of Public Law 774, 81st Congress (Defense 
Production Act). It should be noted in this connection that the type of personnel 
who are selected on this basis are recognized experts in their field and who are 
contributing their time and knowledge to the Department without monetary 
reward. It would therefore not be appropriate in our view to expect that they 
should be subjected to additional out-of-the-pocket expense while so working. 
Insofar as concerns additional cost for this change, our estimate is that the $5 
increase would total :ess than $10,000 annually. 

As to the question of increase in mileage allowance, the Department of Defense 
is in agreement with the Bureau of the Budget to the effect that present evidence 
does not require a change in this provision. Therefore, we do agree with H. R. 
4918 and do not concur with the proposed changes as reflected by H. R. 4169 and 
H. R. 3950. 


The CuartrMan. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF RUSSELL M. STEPHENS, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF TECHNICAL ENGINEERS, AMERICAN FEDERA- 
TION OF LABOR 


Mr. StepHens. Mr. Chairman, my name is Russell M. Stephens, 
president of the American Federation of Technical Engineers of the 
American Federation of Labor, filing a statement in support of H. R. 
3950 and H. R. 4169. 

(The statement of Mr. Stephens is as follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF RussELL M. STEPHENS, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF 
TECHNICAL ENGINEERS, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 


Chairman Dawson and members of the subcommittee, my name is Russell M. 
Stephens. I am president of the American Federation of Technical Engineers 
affiliated with the American Federation of Labor. 

The organization which I represent includes members employed by the United 
States Government in the fields of engineering, architecture, and allied technical 
occupations. Approximately 20 percent of our membership is in the service of 
the Federal Government. 

I am pleased to have been afforded the opportunity to present the favorable 
endorsement of our organization with respect to H. R. 3950 introduced by Con- 
gressman Gardner M. Withrow, of Wisconsin, and H. R. 4169 introduced by 
Congressman Earl Chudoff, of Pennsylvania, which provide for an increase of the 
per diem allowance in lieu of subsistence for employees of the Federal Govern- 
ment on authorized travel orders within the continental limits of the United 
States. Those bills would increase the allowance to $15 per day maximum from 
the present $9 per day limitation. The bills above mentioned also provide that 
employees using their own automobiles or motorcycles in such travel status would 
have their transportation allowance increased from 7 cents to 12 cents per mile 
in the case of an employee traveling by private automobile, and from 4 cents to 
6 cents per mile in the case of an employee traveling by motorcycle. While the 
highly respected chairman of the Committee on Government Operations has 
sponsored H. R. 4918 in the present session of Congress, we feel that the $13 per 
day per diem allowance specified in Congressman Dawson’s bill is less than 
present hotel and meal costs would justify. Therefore, while we heartily appre- 
ciate Congressman Dawson’s sincere interest in the welfare of the Federal em- 
ployee, as evidenced by his introduction of the foregoing-mentioned legislation, 
we must support the bills introduced by Congressman Withrow and Chudoff as 
being more in line with present-day travel costs. The members of our organiza- 
tion being in the engineering services of the United States Government travel as 
much, if not more, in the performance of their duties than most other groups of 
employees of the Federal Government. Many of the manufacturing projects 
which are designed and engineered in Government-operated establishments are 
manufactured and produced on contract by private production facilities, and it is 
necessary that federally employed engineers maintain constant liaison in the 
status of Government representatives between their design branches and the 
contract facility. In other words the Government engineer and designer who has 
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conceived and formulated the plans and blueprints for production is called upon 
to act as the Government watchdog to guarantee that the product purchased 
with Government funds is manufactured according to previously planned 
specifications. 

You can see therefore, that a great many of the people whom I am privileged 
to represent are in travel status a great deal of the time. 

Under the present allowable per diem reimbursement of $9 per day, it is neces- 
sary that those of our members traveling frequently are forced to spend a great 
deal of their personal salary checks in order to cover the cost of living away from 
home, which cost is much in excess of the $9 per day presently allowed. Year after 
vear delegates to our international conventions representing our Federal locals 
have presented resolutions to our conventions mandating our international union 
to work toward an increase in travel allowance. 

For many years prior to 1952 the constitution of our international union 
stipulated a $12 per day subsistence allowance for officers and employees of our 
international union traveling in behalf of our organization. This was changed to 
$15 per day by action of our 1952 convention, which $15 per day has since proven 
inadequate to cover the cost of hotels and meals in most major cities. As a result 
I intend to sponsor at our next convention a resolution to increase the travel 
allowance of our representatives to $20 per day. I myself travel frequently and 
know from first hand that in many cases my hotel bill runs as high as $12 per day 
and I can furnish the committee hotel receipts to prove my statement. 

I have studied the statement prepared by James A. Campbell, president of the 
American Federation of Government Employees. This statement is backed with 
statistical data, which time did not permit me to prepare. I do however, agree 
with all facts as presented by Mr. Campbell and support his statement without 
reservation. 

Again Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you for the opportunity of coming 
before this distinguished committee of the Congress to present the views of the 
hard-working, loyal, American citizens whom I am privileged to represent and I 
urge most sincerely that your committee report a bill to the Congress which will 
increase the present unrealistic travel-pay policies which are enforced by present 
leyislation. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES A. CAMPBELL, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Campsetu. Mr. Chairman, my name is James A. Campbell, 
president of the American Federation of Government Employees. 
(The statement of Mr. Campbell is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JAMES A. CAMPBELL, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


The American Federation of Government Employees favors the bills H. R. 3950 
introduced by Representative Gardner M. Withrow of Wisconsin and H. R 4169 
sponsored by Representative Earl Chudoff of Pennsylvania, which provide for an 
increase of the per diem allowance in lieu of subsistence for civilian officers and 
employees of the Federal Government while traveling on authorized official 
business within the continental United States. For those who use their own 
automobiles or motorcycles on official travel, the maximum allowance would be 
increased from 7 cents to 12 cents a mile for automobiles and from 4 cents to 6 cents 
a mile for motorcycles. 

There is ample justification for these increases. They are in fact long overdue. 
It is not a matter of determining the proper rate of increase only by basing it 
solely on the proportionate increase in travel costs since 1949, when the last 
increase in travel allowances was authorized by the Travel Expense Act enacted 
as Public Law 92 in the 81st Congress. That will justify substantially what is 
provided in these bills. But it can be shown that a $9-a-day allowance was 
inadequate in 1949. 

Unfortunately, the employees who suffered personal losses during the nearly 
6 years intervening cannot be reimbursed for their losses. However, that loss 
certainly is an added reason why the amount should now be set at a figure which 
today will be reasonably sufficient to permit a Federal employee to travel for 
the Government without having to bear some of the expense himself. 
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It should be clearly borne in mind that we are dealing with a maximum figure. 
If these bills become law they will not authorize $15 a day for every employee, 
whether he purchases hotel accomodations and meals at one of the metropolitan 
hotels or stays at a 25-room hotel in a town having 2,000 or 3,000 population. On 
the contrary, his agency would undoubtedly follow the common governmental 
practice of establishing a schedule of rates which will vary from the maximum of 
$15 a day down based on specific conditions. The Department of Commerce has 
had 10 different rates ranging from the minimum of $2.40 to the present maximum 
of $9. The Department of Agriculture has 30 different rates beginning at $1 be- 
cause a large part of the travel is in rural areas, though it is difficult to imagine 
anyone in this day and age purchasing food and shelter for $1 a day. 

Everyone who has traveled even intermittently during the last few years is well 
aware of the fact that the cost has risen appreciably. Reliable statistics show 
that hotel room rates have advanced about one-third over the rates which pre- 
vailed in 1949, when the existing travel allowance was increased by Congress. 
The prices of meals have gone up 20 or 25 percent. The cost of other incidentals 
may be assessed at no less than 25 and more likely at 30 percent or more. In- 
cluded in such items are tips and fees while traveling, laundry, cleaning and press- 
ing of clothing, and tips to waiters, to name the most common demands upon the 
traveler. 

Convincing evidence of the need for an appreciable increase in the per diem 
allowance is supplied by the statistics collected by two accounting firms for the 
American Hotel Association. Figures of the one firm Horwath & Horwath, show 
that a 12-month average for hotel rooms for the period through February 1955 
was $7.25 as compared with $5.47 in 1949. This is an increase of 32.5 percent. 
On the other hand, the average room rate in the calendar year 1954 was $7.91, 
according to Harris, Kerr, Foster & Co. Their comparable 1949 figure was $5.89. 
This same firm stated $1.77 as the average price per hotel meal. 

These figures are admittedly heavily weighted by big-city rates, but we are 
not dealing with the problem of fixing an average allowance that will fall between 
the cost of maintaining oneself in a metropolitan hotel and in the 25-room hotel 
or small tourist home in a small town or village. ‘Such an average would afford 
no correction to the existing fact that the rate is too low. The rate should be 
such that the employee will not be required to bear part of the essential expenses 
himself when he is directed to travel to one of the large metropolitan centers. 
The rate should, therefore, be sufficient to cover the highest prices for hotel rooms, 
meals, and various services. A fair determination of what the rate should be 
eannot therefore be based on average costs. It is a matter of determining how 
much the traveler may be reasonably expected to pay in areas where high prices 
prevail. 

The statistics to which reference has been made indicate that there is ample 
justification for the $15 maximum allowance provided in the bills before this 
committee. The figures also show that the current $9 fell short of being an ade- 
quate allowance in 1949, 

The $15 figure will be substantiated in this statement by setting up a schedule 
of major expense items selected so as to indicate the sum which a Federal employe 
may reasonably be expected to pay in those areas where prices are high. 

The one accounting survey already cited indicated an average price of $7.91 
for a hotel room in the last calendar year. It should be emphasized that this is 
an average figure. It includes many rates in excess of $7.91 by reason of the 
fact that it is an average. It is quite reasonable and realistic to select a $9 rate 
as a price a Federal employee is likely to pay in a metropolitan hotel. Anyone 
who travels today know that $9 will obtain modest accommodations in one of the 
large cities and will by no means represent luxurious living. 

Evidence submitted to this committee last year by at least one Government 
agency indicated a range of hotel prices from $5 to $12 a day based on a sampling 
of travel experience of its employees. 

The next major item of expense is meals. In its statement to the committee 
last year, the Bureau of the Budget told this committee that its survey of travel 
expenses led to the conclusion that $4.50 represented the minimum increase in cost 
of meals over the $3.75 which was stated as the cost in 1949. Again it should be 
pointed out that this represented a minimum figure and for that reason certainly 
could not adequately cover costs in higher price areas. Even though a higher 
figure could be substantiated, a conservative estimate has been made and on that 
basis the cost of meals in 1955 has been placed at $4.80 a day. That is still below 
the $1.77 average stated by one of the accounting firms already cited. 
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There is left in the schedule of expenses those various incidentals which are 
necessary to a minimum of convenience and comfort. They include those items 
to which reference has been made—tips to waiters and porters, and such other 
items as laundry and cleaning and pressing of clothing. A small increase is 
included over the $1.20 stated by the Budget Bureau last year. The overall 
estimate then may be stated as follows: 


Pere UTR ee Ee a gg oe ee ee es $9. 00 
Meals______ Saas : . : ite. 4. 60 
BN ee TE ES Ee Toe Le Se ee Ee WEP eee 1. 40 

Total aed : ase mt oh aan ate 15. 00 


The bills also provide for increasing the present allowance of 7 cents a mile for the 
use of an employee’s own automobile to 12 cents and an increase of the allowance 
for use of a privately owned motorcycle from 4 cents a mile to 6 cents 

Here again it may be stated that these increases are needed. The cost of 
maintaining and operating a motor vehicle is such that the present allowance is 
insufficient. It is not only a matter of filling the gasoline tank and replenishing 
motor oil. Tires must be renewed, needed repairs made, and other expenses met 
which cannot be avoided in ordinary use on acar. It is not only a matter of wis- 
dom but is now a matter of law in many States that the owner of the vehicle must 
be insured to the extent of being able to pay for the damage to property or injury 
to persons which may result from an accident. There are registration and license 
fees and such other expenses as placing a car in a garage or some parking facility 
when on a trip. 

The Bureau of Labor Statistics surveys of price increases for these expense 
items show that some of them have risen substantially since 1949. Automobile 
repairs, for example, have increased more than 24 percent. ‘Tire prices are up 
19 percent. -Gasoline prices have advanced 13 percent. Insurance rates for 
automobile coverage have increased more than 28 percent. 

If these price increases are combined in a manner approximating their size and 
importance to the owner and user of an automobile, and allowance is made for 
the fact that the present 7 cents a mile did not cover the essential items of expense 
when established, it becomes apparent that a substantial increase is needed. 
Such a combination was made in formulating the AFGE viewpoint with respect 
to these bills, giving the greatest weight to such items as price of new cars, gasoline, 
repairs and insurance. The resultant figure was a weighted average cost in in- 
crease which substantiated a per mile allowance of 9 to 10 cents. However, this 
allows nothing for depreciation of the car and its equipment. It would seem 
reasonable to allow an additional 2 to 3 cents for this purpose. 

When an individual confines the use of his car to his own use, he has full control 
over its disposition. He may exercise that sort of care which may cause little 
wear and damage to the vehicle. But when a car must be used in connection 
with employment, it may be driven much farther within a few days than the 
owner would have driven it withina month. This wears out both the mechanism 
and the general structure of the car and speeds up the need for replacements. 
What may be said in relation to automobiles applies about equally to a motor- 
cycle. 

If remedial legislation is to be satisfactory, it must provide a rate which will 
make it possible for a Federal employee to travel wholly at Government expense 
and not partly at his own expense. At present the employee in many instances 
is not being fully reimbursed. A per diem allowance should be established which 
will cover the cost of travel to the metropolitan center as the maximum and make 
certain that the sum provided is sufficient to cover travel under varying conditions 
and in different localities. It is not requested that the maximum allowance be 
the amount authorized for travel irrespective of destination. There is ample 
safeguard against the misuse of the allowance. The travel voucher must first be 
submitted to the employee’s own agency and later be subjected to examination 
by the General Accounting Office which is directly responsible to Congress. 

This opportunity to present the views of the American Federation of Govern- 
ment Employees is appreciated. Our thanks are forthcoming to Congressmen 
Withrow and Chudoff for sponsoring the two bills which are heartily supported 
by this federation. The committee is to be commended for the interest it has 
shown in this matter and it is hoped that it will be possible to report a substantial 
increase of the per diem and travel allowances within a short time. 
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STATEMENT OF S. D. LARSON, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF BUDGET 
AND FINANCE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Larson. I am S. D. Larson, Director, Division of Budget and 
Finance, Department of the Interior. I am filing a statement in 
support of H. R. 4918. 

(The statement of Mr. Larson is as follows:) 


SraTEMENT oF §. D. Larson, Director, Diviston or BupGET AND FINANCE, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in response to’ your request to 
the Secretary of the Interior for the Department’s views and practices with 
reference to per diem allowances for travel in the continental United States, I 
have been designated to appear before your committee. 

The Department of the Interior is in full accord with the provisions of H. R. 
4918 and recommends that it be enacted. 

We have found that the present maximum per diem rate of $9 is insufficient to 
cover the expenses incurred by many of those who are required to travel on offi- 
cial Government business. The Department has not made a detailed study of the 
situation but as a result of numerous informal complaints we requested selected 
individuals to keep a record of their costs for various conditions of travel. It was 
found that these costs were in excess of the maximum allowance. We have been 
advised that the Bureau of the Budget has made an analysis of information ac- 
cumulated during 1953 by certain large accounting organizations covering a survey 
of some 400 hotels throughout the country. This study revealed an average cost 
of $13.20 per day including meals and incidental expenses. 

This, of course, means that many employees are absorbing the excess costs. It 
is the view of the Department that an employee should not profit from the per 
diem allowance: however, on the other hand, we believe that he should not be 
expected to absorb excess costs from personal funds. 

All travel is not authorized at the maximum rate. The varied nature of the 
Department’s activities is such that travel is required under a wide range of 
circumstances. The range of travel is from high cost large metropolitan areas 
to lower cost remote areas. Per diem allowances in the lower cost areas are 
established with regard to costs in that particular area. Per diem allowances 
range from a minimum of $3 per day to the maximum of $9 per day. 

We have not accumulated detailed statistics on travel per diem at the various 
rates or by grades of employees; however, it is estimated that approximately 50 
to 60 percent of our travel is authorized at the maximum rate of $9. 

Section 1 of H. R. 4918 contains a proviso which would permit heads of depart- 
ments and establishments, under regulations prescribed by the Bureau of the 
Budget, to authorize reimbursement on an actual expense basis, where due to 
unusual circumstances of a travel assignment within the limits of the continental 
United States, the maximum per diem allowance would be much less than the 
amount required to meet the actual and necessary expenses of the trip. The 
Department is wholeheartedly in favor of this provision, as it would provide 
authority for adequate reimbursement to employees for actual expenses incurred, 
in cases where the traveler is subject to exceptionally high costs. 

The Secretary, Under Secretary, Assistant Secretaries and the heads of bureaus 
and offices find it necessary to attend meetings and conferences in various parts 
of the United States with State and local officials as well as others concerned with 
activities of the Department. Almost without exception these officials are called 
upon to meet with individuals and groups to discuss Government business. 
Lacking office or other suitable space for such meetings necessarily requires the 
official to obtain larger room accommodations than would otherwise be required. 
There are other instances where officials must attend important conferences and 
meetings in order to keep abreast of technical developments in the industries, 
so as to permit them to carry on their work for the Government in the most 
effective manner. Such meetings are usually held in large metropolitan centers 
where it is not uncommon to incur expenses of $25 to $35 a day. It is essential 
that the employees attend these meetings. They have no control over the places 
at which such meetings are held or the accommodations which have been selected. 
Such authority would be controlled at the departmental level and would be kept 
to a minimum consistent with good administration and the benefits to be derived 
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We believe that the proposal contained in section 2 of H. R. 4918 to authorize 
an increase of from $10 to $15 per day for travel of employees working at $1 per 
year, or without compensation, constitutes desirable legislation. These employees 
are generally business and professional men, and the majority of their travel is to 
large metropolitan centers where living costs are consistently higher than the cost 
incurred by the average Government traveler. 

I would like to outline briefly the policies and procedures of the Department of 
the Interior which govern travel of employees on Government business. 

General limitations.—Travel shall be limited to that travel which is essential to 
the transaction of official business of the Department; must be either authorized 
or approved by a designated administrative officer; and expenditures therefore 
must be authorized by an appropriation or other statute. 

Itineraries shall be planned in advance so that official business may be trans- 
acted with a minimum of travel and expense. 

Travel authorizations.—Travel authorizations shall, whenever practicable, 
specify the places to be visited and the purpose of the travel. Travel authori- 
zations shall be limited to specific trips, except in those cases where the issuance 
of a general or area authorization is justified. 

Travel expenses shall be authorized on the basis of a usually traveled route for 
the trip, or for the itinerary specified in the travel order. Additional cost caused 
by deviation from the shortest and most direct route for personal convenience 
shall not be allowed. 

Per diem rates—General.—Each bureau of office shall establish a basis for 
determining per diem rates which are appropriate for its requirements and which, 
insofar as practicable, will allow the traveler to receive an amount neither in 
excess of nor below his necessary travel expenses. 

The authorizing official shall authorize or approve such per diem rates, not to 
exceed the maximum allowable by the latest Standardized Government Travel 
Regulations, as are justified by the circumstances surrounding the travel. The 
position, grade, salary, and marital status of the traveler shall not be considered 
in fixing per diem rates. Per diem allowances shall not be granted for the purpose 
of augmenting the salary of an employee. 

When an employee’s work assignment is in an isolated area, such as at a con- 
struction camp or at a work site of an investigating or survey party, and over a 
prolonged period it is possible to obtain low-cost lodging and meals, the authorizing 
official shall authorize or approve only such per diem rate as is justified under the 
circumstances. 

When an employee’s assignment is not in an isolated area but his length of stay 
is for a prolonged period and continuous lodging at the same place offers possibili- 
ties of reduced rates, the saving of tips and other advantages, the authorizing 
official shall authorize or approve only such per diem rate as is justified under the 
circumstances. 

It is of course difficult to estimate accurately the additional cost which would 
result from the enactment of this bill because of the fact that a considerable 
portion of our travel is authorized at below the maximum rate and in many cases 
on a sliding scale, depending on the type of travel involved and the length of 
time spent at individual temporary duty stations. We estimate that the increased 
cost for the Department would be approximately $800,000. Travel expense for 
fiscal year 1956 under the present maximum of $9 is estimated to be approximately 
$5,200,000. 


The CuairMan. I believe everybody is here except Mr. Fitzgerald. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD W. McCABE, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE 
ON LEGISLATION FOR THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF INTER- 
NAL REVENUE EMPLOYEES 


Mr. McCase. Mr. Chairman, I am Edward W. McCabe, past 
president and present chairman of the committee on legislation for 
the National Association of Internal Revenue Employees. 

I am here in support of H. R. 4918. I submit my statement with 
the further provision that the $13 be revised to $15 in the bill proposed. 

(The statement of Mr. McCabe is as follows:) 
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STATEMENT OF Epwarp W. McCaser, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON LEGISLATION 
FOR THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF INTERNAL REVENUE EMPLOYEES 


I am Edward W. McCabe, past president and present chairman of the com- 
mittee on legislation for the National Association of Internal Revenue Employees. 

It is requested that this statement be made a part of the official record and be 
recorded in the proceedings of the subcommittee of the Committee on Govern- 
mental Operations studying H. R. 4918. 

The National Assoviation of Internal Revenue Employees is an independent 
association banded together on a mutual interest basis. We have over 21,000 
members and are an independent association. 

Approximately 40 percent of our 54,000 employ ees will be required to travel 
on official business some time during the year. Some of the travel is by privately 
owned conveyance. We have found that the present per diem allowance for 
subsistence and the travel expense are wholly inadequate. 

The per diem allowance of $9 a day in the larger cities barely covers the cost 
of hotel accommodations and tips entering and leaving. The cost of 3 ordi- 
nary meals averages $5 per day. The minimum per diem allowance for sub- 
sistence should be $13 per day. Government employees are expected to obtain 
first-class accommodations and they cannot with present allowance unless they 
pay part of the cost from their personal funds. Our association is on record as 
favoring a minimum per diem of $13 per day. 

Further, a survey last year by one of our leading magazines revealed the cost 
of operating the most economical standard-make car was 10 cents a mile. Assume 
an employee uses his car (Ford, Chevrolet, or Plymouth) entirely on Government 
business and travels 12,000 miles during the year, the cost for gas, oil, grease, 
wash, minor repairs, adjustments, insurance, and depreciation would exceed 
$1,200 or 10 cents a mile. The time has come when we should be realistic. The 
mileage expense should be 10.cents a mile. 

We unitedly urge that your subcommittee favorably consider this brief and 
vote out a bill which will provide Government employees with a minimum of 
$13 per diem subsistence and a minimum of 10 cents a mile when travel by 
privately owned conveyance is necessary. 

I am grateful tor the opportunity to present this brief. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Hoffman would like to question you. 

Mr. Horrman. I would like to ask each and all of them to file : 
statement as to the number of employees each organization ile, 
sents and the total cost of the program for the people they represent, 
and if the others, not Federal employees, get the raise. 

The CHarrMan. Did you understand the question? 

Will you state it again? 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. I would like for each of them to file a state- 
ment showing the number of employees for whom they speak, also the 
cost to the Government for the members of their organization, the 
additional cost to the Government if the members of their organiza- 
tion get an additional per diem, and the cost, the total cost to the 
Government, if all the Federal employees who are entitled to it, get it. 

You aren’t interested in the overall cost to the Government? 

Mr. Watters. Yes, sir. But I would have to have knowledge of 
how many days that the members that make up the Council would 
travel in the next year, and I wouldn’t have any knowledge of that 
unless I got it from the Government agencies. 

Mr. HorrMan, It would seem to me that one of the basic questions 
would be how much it would cost because certainly we are interested 
in whether the Government can keep the obligations which it incurs, 
and you could use the figure that you had last year for the number 
of days you had put in last year. 

The CuartrmMan. May I say that I don’t think he represents the 
Government. 
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Mr. Horrman. No, he represents an organization composed of 
Federal employees, though, doesn’t he? 

Mr. Watters. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Jonas. I think there was some testimony by Mr. Belcher to 
the effect that it would cost about $30 million. 

Mr. Horrman. I want to know—— 

Mr. Jonas. Do you want it broken down? 

Mr. Horrman. They come in and say they represent so many 
Federal employees, and I think that one thing that is basic to it is the 
cost if the employees of that particular group received this added 
compensation. 

Mr. Watters. Could I ask one question? Take Mr. Campbell 
here, who represents 60 or 70 or 80 or 90 people who are scattered 
in every State in the Union, I just don’t see how we could come in here 
guessing as to how many days or how many trips those people would 
travel in the next year. And we certainly have no information as to 
how much they traveled last year. 

Mr. HorrMan. Then, what your testimony amounts to is that you 
want a raise, but you don’t know what it is going to cost the Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. Stewart. The figures have already been inserted by the 
National Bureau of the Budget as to the overall cost to the Govern- 
ment. Any representative of an employee organization has no means 
of breaking that down into its application to its own membership. 
And whether there is 1, 1,000, or 50,000 who may be called upon to 
travel under official orders, the injustice of an inadequate allowance 
applies with equal validity. 

The overall cost is furnished from official sources, that is the only 
place that can be done. Organizations have no occasion to make 
any such breakdown even if they have the facilities for acquiring that 
information. 

Mr. Horrman. Then, what it amounts to is that these gentlemen 
just advocate an increase in the per diem pay? 

The CuarrMaANn. These gentlemen will testify by filing their state- 
ments on the bills before us. 

Are you satisfied? 

Mr. Horrman. I thank you. 

Mr. Steruens. At the end of my statement I should have made 
mention of the fact that representatives of two international unions 
of the American Federation of Labor who are unable to be present 
this-‘morning asked me to signify the desire of their organizations to 
support the bill that I have supported. Those are the International 
Association of Bridge, Structural and Ornamental Iron Workers, 
A. F. of L., and the International Brotherhood of Boiler Workers, 
Iron Ship Builders, Blacksmiths, Forgers and Helpers of the American 
Federation of Labor. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you. That will be noted. 

Unless there is objection, I would like to introduce for the record 
certain documents received by the committee from various depart- 
ments of the Government, at this point. 

(The documents referred to, from the Department of Labor, 
Treasury Department, Postmaster General, and Department of State, 
are as follows:) 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, April 26, 1955, 
Hon. WituiaM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. Dawson: Reference is made to your letter of March 16, 1955, re- 
questing comments of the Department of State on H. R. 4918, a bill to amend 
section 3 of the Travel Expense Act of 1949, as amended, to provide an increased 
maximum per diem allowance for subsistence and travel expenses, and for other 
purposes. 

We believe that the current maximum per-diem rate of $9 does not permit 
adequate reimbursement to many officials who are required to engage in official 
travel and the Department is therefore in favor of an increase in the per diem rate. 

A check made of costs in the Washington area by the Department as late as 
November 1954 would indicate that a rate of $13 may be too low in exceptionally 
high cost areas. Since the bill under consideration provides for relief where 
officials travel under unusual conditions, the Department supports its proposal of 
$13 as a maximum per diem rate. 

In view of the several exceptions to the $10 rate allowed to persons who serve on 
a without-compensation basis, among them the $15 rate permitted in the Depart- 
ment of State to individuals who serve in an advisory capacity in international 
conference matters, the Department supports the proposal to increase this rate to 
$15 for travel within the United States. For travel outside the United States, it 
is our understanding that the maximum per diem rates established by the Bureau 
of the Budget would apply to- these persons. 

There is no objection to the proposal regarding the travel rates for civilian 
employees who travel as witnesses on behalf of the United States. 

The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no 
objection to the submission of this report and that enactment of H. R. 4918 
would be in accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
Turuston B. Morton, 
Assistant Secretary 
(For the Secretary of State). 





Post Orricét DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE POSTMASTER GENERAL, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 26, 1946. 
Hon. Wiiu1amM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for reports on H. R. 
3950 and H. R. 4169, identical bills to regulate subsistence expenses and mileage 
allowances of civilian officers and employees of the Federal Government. 

You also requested a report on H. R. 4918, a bill “To amend section 3 of the 
Travel Expense Act of 1949, as amended, to provide an increased maximum per 
diem allowance for subsistence and travel expenses, and for other purposes.” It 
is understood that H. R. 4918 is the Administration’s bill and is in accord with the 
program of the President. 

This Department is opposed to the enactment of either H. R. 3950 or H. R. 
4169 which provide for an increase in the per diem allowance under section 3 of the 
Travel Expense Act from $9 to $15. H. R. 3950 and H. R. 4169 also provide 
increases in the mileage allowances for privately owned motorcycles, from 4 cents 
to 6 cents per mile, and for privately owned automobiles from 7 cents to 12 cents 
per mile. 

It is the view of this Department that the increase of the maximum subsistence 
allowance from $9 per diem to $15 per diem is overgenerous. It would result in an 
unjustifiable increase in the administrative costs of the Department. 

It is believed that a maximum of $13 per diem as proposed by H. R. 4918 is 
adequate to meet the normal expenses of officials occasionally required to travel. 
This Department would continue to exercise administrative discretion to pay less 
than the maximum to employees who regularly travel in the performance of their 
duties. 

The increase in the mileage allowance proposed by H. R. 3950 and H. R. 4169 
also is believed to be too great. Studies by the National Industrial Conference 
Board indicate that the present allowance of 7 cents a mile is adequate to com- 
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pensate employees who use privately owned vehicles in lieu of commercial facilities. 
In no case should the rate paid exceed the cost by common carrier. 

It is estimated that the enactment of either H. R. 3950 or H. R. 4169 could 
increase annual postal expenditures in excess of approximately $640,000 for per 
diem allowances, and $435,000 for mileage allowances, or a total annual additional 
cost of $1,075,000. 

H. R. 4918 would authorize the granting of a per diem allowance up to $13. 
This amount could be exceeded in certain cases and pursuant to Bureau of Budget 
regulations. 

This Department favors H. R. 4918. It is estimated that the enactment of 
H. R. 4918 would increase postal expenditures by at least $435,000 per annum. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to the 
presentation of this report to the committee; that enactment of H. R. 4918 would 
be in accord with the President’s program. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. R. Hook, Jr., 
Acting Postmaster General. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, April 25, 1955. 
Hon. WiiuiamM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CuHarrMan: Reference is made to your letter of April 13, 1955, 
extending an invitation to appear at hearings on April 26, 1955, on H. R. 3950, 
H. R. 4169, and H. R. 4918, relating to an increase in the maximum per diem 
allowance for Government employees. 

While we greatly appreciate the invitation, I regret that I will be unable to 
appear at the hearings. However, it is hoped that the attached statement will 
be helpful to your committee in its consideration of the matter. 

Very truly yours, 
G. M. Humpurey, 
Secretary of the Treasury. 


STATEMENT OF THE TREASURY DEPARTMENT ON H. R. 3950, H. R. 4169, ano 
H. R. 4918, RELATING TO AN INCREASE IN THE MAXIMUM PER DieEM ALLOWANCE 


H. R. 3950 and H. R. 4169, which are identical bills, would increase from $9 
to $15 the maximum per diem allowance for civilian Federal employees while 
traveling on offizial business within the continental United States. They would 
also increase from 7 cents to 12 cents the maximum mileage rate for use of 
privately owned automobiles for official travel and from 4 cents to 7 cents the 
maximum mileage rate for the use of motorcycles. 

H. R. 4918 would increase from $9 to $13 the maximum per diem allowance 
and would grant discretion to the heads of agencies, subject to regulations of the 
Bureau of the Budget, to pay actual expenses where, because of unusual circum- 
stances, the per diem allowance would be much less than actual expenses. In 
addition, it would increase from $10 to $15 the maximum per diem allowance for 
persons serving without compensation or at the rate of $1 a year and would 
provide per diem for those individuals at rates paid to other Federal employees 
for travel outside the continental United States. 

Of the three bills, the Department understands that H. R. 4918 incorporates 
recommendations made by the Bureau of the Budget after a governmentwide 
survey of per diem and subsistence allowances. The Department, therefore, 
recommends the enactment of H. R. 4918, rather than the other two bills. 

Experience in the Department has demonstrated that under existing conditions 
it is necessary to pay a minimum of about $6 per day for a hotel room. In many 
cases, it is not unusual to pay from $7 to $10 a day for a hotel room. For meals, 
a minimum of between $4 and $5 is necessary. Employees also have additional 
expenses for laundry, tips, and other items. It is thus clear that the present 
maximum rate of $9 a day per diem is inadequate under prevailing price levels 
and the employees in many instances suffer a personal loss. 

As a specific example of the inadequacy of the existing rate for per diem, the 
case of the Secret Service agents engaged in the protection of the President may 
be cited. When traveling by Presidential train, the prices of the meals aborad 
the train are comparable to prices in expensive restaurants. When the President 
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stays at a hotel, the agents must necessarily be in rooms near the Presidential 
suite. The daily cost of an agent’s hotel room in those circumstances consumes 
the major portion of the agent’s per diem allowance, even when more than one 
agent occupies the same room. Agents assigned to accompany the President thus 
are often required to spend their personal funds for a portion of their subsistence 
expenses. On extended trips, the monetary loss to these agents may be consider- 
able. The practical effect is that Secret Service agents assigned to Presidential- 
protection duties suffer a reduction in salary. 

In the administration of the higher per diem rate that would be established by 
H. R. 4918, the Department would not automatically increase the per diem allow- 
ance to the maximum rate. Per diem would be paid on a varying scale, depend- 
ing on the circumstances and conditions under which the travel is performed. For 
example, many Treasury employees travel in rural areas where the cost of lodging 
and meals are less expensive than in urban areas, and the per diem rate would be 
established accordingly. It would be the Department’s policy to use such rates 
as would protect the interests of both the Government and the employee. 

With respect to the treatment of per diem for income-tax purposes, the income- 
tax regulations (Regulations 118, see. 39.23 (a)—2) require an individual who re- 
ceives a salary and also an allowance for meals and lodging, as, for example, a per 
diem allowance in lieu of subsistence, to include the amount of the per diem allow- 
ance in gross income. However, the cost of such meals and lodging may be de- 
ducted from gross income. The regulations also require the taxpayer to attach 
a statement to his return in support of any such deductions showing, among other 
things, the total amount of expenditures incident to meals and lodging while absent 
from home on business. The regulations further provide that the employee, if 
requested to do so, must substantiate deductions by evidence showing in detail 
the amount and nature of the expenses incurred. 

The Internal Revenue Service has not made any study and has not compiled 
any statistics from the income-tax returns of Federal employees which would reflect 
the experience of such employees with the present rate of the per diem allowance. 
To obtain such information, a special study would be necessary which would entail 
obtaining from each agency a list of names and addresses of employees who receive 
reimbursement for travel, selecting a representative sample of those employees and 
withdrawing their returns, developing a report form, entering the information on 
the form, in the district offices, forwarding the forms to the national office, and 
preparing tabulations and analyzing the results. 

If such a study were made, it would take several months to complete and 
there would be doubt as to whether the study would form a valid basis for evalu- 
ating the adequacy of the present per diem allowance. In completing tax returns, 
not all employees would handle per diem in the same manner. _ It is to be expected 
that some employees who receive a per diem allowance would report as a deduc- 
tion an amount equal to the amount of per diem received and would not. claim 
as a deduction subsistence expenses in excess of the amount of per diem. It 
would not be possible to distinguish those cases from cases where the amount 
received was actually the amount expended. 









DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, April 15, 1955. 
Hon. Wiiut1amM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. ~ ; 

Dear CONGRESSMAN Dawson: This is in further response to your requests 
for my views on H. R. 4918, a bill to amend section 3 of the Travel Expense Act 
of 1949, as amended, to provide an increased maximum per diem allowance for 
subsistence and travel expenses and for other purposes, and H. R. 3950 and 
H. R. 4169, bills to regulate subsistence expenses and mileage allowances of 
civilian officers and employees of the Federal Government. 

Experience has demonstrated the inadequacy of the present maximum per 
diem allowance. Many emplovees find it necessarv to supplement their official 
travel allowances with personal funds to meet legitimate travel expenses. An 
increase in the maximum per diem allowance to $13, as proposed by H. R. 4918, 
to carry out the President’s recommendation in this regard, has my fuli support. 
I also approve of the provision in H. R. 4918 authorizing reimbursement for 
actual and necessary expenses of travel (up to a maximum amount specified in 
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the travel authorization) in unusual circumstances where the per diem allowance 
would be much less than those expenses. I do not consider, however, that a 
6634-percent increase in the per diem allowance, from $9 to $15, as proposed by 
H. R. 3950 and H. R. 4169, is justified. 

Present travel costs also require that the maximum per diem allowance for 
civilians performing work for the Federal Goyernment without compensation be 
revised upward. An increase in this allowance for official travel by these Federal 
employees within the limits of the continental United States from $10 to $15, 
as provided in H. R. 4918, is reasonable. 

The proposal contained in H. R. 4918 for regulation of travel rates for civilian 
employees who travel as witnesses on behalf of the United States by the Travel 
Expense Act of 1949, as amended, rather than by separate legislation, appears 
to be appropriate, and I have no objection to its enactment. 

Our information does not disclose need at this time for the changes proposed 
by H. R. 3950 and H. R. 4169 in the mileage allowances for use of private motor 
vehicles in official travel. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it has no objection to the submission 
of this report and that enactment of H. R. 4918 would be in accord with the 
program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES P. MiTcHELL, Secretary of Labor. 


The CuarrMan. And if there is no further business, we will stand 
adjourned. And we will have copies of the testimony presented for 
your perusal and the persual of the other members, Mr. Jonas. And 
we will meet to discuss the matter. 

Thank you very much for your patience. 

We trust further that you will bring forth the proper legislation, 

We are adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12:35 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 
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